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Abstract
Citizenship education is the bedrock for the (re)making of future adult citizens in mono
and multicultural democratic nations, and social studies is typically and optimally the premier
discipline that primes students for engaged citizenry. Anti-immigrant sentiments towards fourth
wave immigrants and the nearly absent research on and training for teachers in citizenship
education for immigrant students rendered the complex preparation of these youngsters for active
and participatory roles an increasingly demanding work in progress for social studies teachers in
U.S. public schools. This reality challenges teachers’ re-examination of historically contested
meanings of civic and citizenship education and their citizenship pedagogies for immigrant
students. Therefore, this dissertation explored how social studies teachers in Central New York
make meaning of civic education and citizenship education and what citizenship education
practices they implement for immigrant students in the classroom.
Eight secondary social studies teachers in three school districts took part in this
qualitative exploratory study. Data were collected using in-depth semi-structured interviews and
participant observations, and were informed by the additive acculturation framework (Gibson,
1995) and the three conceptions of the “good” citizen framework (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004).
Findings from this study revealed that these teachers held a dual understanding of civic
education, and their mono understanding of citizenship education was clichéd and did not
incorporate a global dimension. Moreover, some teachers struggled in confirming that these two
concepts are nuanced. Furthermore, teachers’ language about their citizenship education
pedagogies for immigrant students was laced with elements of trauma, bias resistance, and
exposure to bad models leaders(hip), and revealed that teachers’ acculturation of these
youngsters was perforated.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
“Never be afraid to raise your voice for honesty and truth and compassion against injustice and
lying and greed. If you will do this… not as a class or classes, but as individuals… you will
change the earth.”
(William Faulkner, 1965, p. 123)
Citizenship education, also known as civic or civics education in the United States (U.S.),
is one of the social studies content areas that focus on the preparation of students for active
citizenship. U.S. schools are expected to attend to the purpose of civic education: to prepare
informed and educated citizens who have the knowledge, skills, and values that they need to
enact democratic citizenship (Kahne & Middaugh, 2008). Moreover, U.S. schools hold the civic
mission of preparing students for an educated democratic citizenry (Theroux, 2011). The U.S.
public school system, in particular, has been historically founded on the notion of educating
students for democratic citizenship (Abowitz & Harnish, 2006; Cogan, 1999; Nussbaum, 2006).
While social studies is the academic discipline that aims at teaching the content knowledge,
democratic beliefs, skills, values and attitudes that will lead students to become effective citizens
in the U.S. (Gagnon, 2003; Wineburg, 2001, as cited in O’Brian & Smith, 2011), citizenship
education is the means that fulfills this ultimate goal (Parker & Jarolimek, 1984).
Conceptions of citizenship and democracy are primarily cultivated in school-based social
studies programs, and specifically within the content area of civics. Civics, economics,
geography, and history are the four core content areas that constitute the focus of current social
studies programs (NCSS, 2008). While some scholars drew a distinction between civics and
citizenship education (Cogan, 1999), most American scholars have used the terms civics, civic
education, civics education, citizenship education, democracy education, or political education
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interchangeably (Brahm, 2006; Cogan, 1999; Parker, 2014). The goal of civic/citizenship
education, and the main characteristics of competent and responsible citizens are captured in the
position statement developed by the National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) Task Force
on Standards for Teaching and Learning in the Social Studies published in 2008:
Education for citizenship should help students acquire and learn to use the skills,
knowledge, and attitudes that will prepare them to be competent and responsible citizens
throughout their lives. Competent and responsible citizens are informed and thoughtful,
participate in their communities, are involved politically, and exhibit moral and civic
virtues. (para. 7)
The Civic Mission of Schools report, published in 2011, provides a detailed description of
the expectations for students to be considered competent and responsible citizens. Competent
and informed citizens are expected to (1) be informed and thoughtful, and have a solid grasp and
appreciation of history and the fundamental processes of American democracy; (2) demonstrate
affiliation with and contribution to civil society groups that hold participatory roles in public
service; (3) act politically through voting and influencing public policy; and (4) exhibit moral
and civic virtues through showing concern for the rights and welfare of others, respecting the
law, and demonstrating a willingness to create a balance between personal interests and the
common good (Theroux, 2011). Scholars noted that civic education cannot meet its goals in the
absence of a school culture that is participatory and based on democratic principles (Kuran,
2014). In other words, the goals of civic education cannot be achieved if the school’s culture
(e.g., mission and vision statement, curricula, teachers’ attitudes and pedagogies, administrators’
attitudes, etc.) does not promote the development of students’ civic skills and democratic
principles. Social studies teachers, for instance, play a powerful role in shaping students’ beliefs
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and views that inform their participatory practices in the public affairs of democratic nations
(Parker & Jarolimek, 1984).
Immigrant Students and Citizenship Education
Immigration and the integration of immigrants in the United States are contested issues
(Gallagher, 2018; Heath et al., 2020; Saharso, 2019). The arrival of immigrants from foreign
countries to the U.S. is not welcomed by all American citizens. The American society holds
polarized positions in relation to immigration to the U.S., and the value of foreign born
immigrants in this nation (Martin & Midgley, 2003). For instance, President Donald J. Trump’s
executive order in 2017 to ban immigrants from seven Muslim-majority countries in order to
protect the nation from foreign terrorist entry into the United States (Donald Trump, "Executive
order: Protecting the nation from foreign terrorist entry into the United States", 2017) reinforces
the terror stigma that was attached to Muslim newcomers since the terrorist attacks of 9/11
(Martin & Midgley, 2003). Moreover, the analogy that Donald J. Trump Jr. used on Twitter by
comparing Syrian refugees to a bowl of Skittles sprinkled with a few that “would kill you”
(Hauser, 2016) does a disservice to many Syrian refugee students and their parents who escaped
war and terrorism in Syria in order to seek refuge in the U.S. This un-democratic and divisive
political agenda, for example, can challenge the ways social studies teachers in U.S. public
schools think about citizenship and civics education in relation to immigrant students.
Given the contemporary migratory patterns of the 21st century, increasing populations of
immigrant students in U.S. public schools cannot be ignored (Adelman & Taylor, 2015; Center
for Public Education, 2012). In fall of 2018, more than 5 million English Language Learners
(ELLs) were enrolled in public schools. Out of this sizeable population of ELLs, the share of
Hispanic students was the highest with 3.8 million students (Irwin et al., 2021). Despite the
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increase of immigrant student populations in the Northeast of the U.S., there is a continuous
neglect to the needs of this population of students (Olsen, 1997, p. 250); besides, teacher
education programs are focused more on preparing teachers to teach middle-class, Englishspeaking students (Villegas & Lucas, 2002).
Statement of the Problem
Scholarship on citizenship and civic education in U.S. public schools (Hilburn & Maguth,
2015; Nussbaum, 2007; Parker, 2014; Westheimer & Kahne, 2003, 2004) is plentiful. Scholars
have wrestled with how schools prepare students to become informed and active citizens in a
participatory democracy. Absent from these discussions are issues that relate to teaching
citizenship and civics education to immigrant students. Given the increase in the immigrant
students’ population in U.S. public schools and the scant literature around social studies
pedagogy for immigrant students, it becomes imperative to research how social studies teachers
conceive and teach issues of citizenship and civics education in relation to immigrant students.
Indeed, immigrant students in U.S. public schools are more likely to be subject to social studies
pedagogy that disregards their academic needs (Hilburn, 2012).
Contemporary research and literature described conceptions and models of citizenship
and civic education for a democratic society (Westheimer & Kahne, 2003, 2004), revealed the
tensions between assimilationist and pluralist notions of citizenship (Martin & Midgley, 2003,
2006), identified citizenship discourses that shape the multiple ways that educators talk about
and make meaning of citizenship (Abowitz & Harnish, 2006), and presented key issues that
teacher education programs need to consider when preparing teachers to effectively meet the
academic needs of immigrant students (Goodwin, 2002). While the research literature has
covered multiple aspects regarding citizenship and civics education, it is still sparse in relation to
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how social studies teachers engage immigrant students around citizenship and civic education. I
argue that an examination of secondary social studies teachers’ perceptions and practices of
citizenship and civics education in relation to immigrant students is an area of research that is
worthy of investigation: it may lend insights into the ways social studies teachers’ conceptions
and enactment of citizenship and civics education might and/or might not meet the needs of
immigrant students in social studies classrooms.
Purpose of the Study
This qualitative exploratory study which primarily employs in-depth semi structured
interviews and relies on participant observations as data collection methods has a dual purpose:
(1) to examine how secondary social studies teachers make meaning of citizenship and civics
education in urban and suburban school districts in the northeast of the U.S.; and (2) to explore
how those secondary social studies teachers’ understandings of citizenship and civics education
inform their pedagogical decisions in relation to immigrant students.
Some studies have been conducted to address how citizenship and civics education are
enacted in social studies classrooms in schools based in the U.S. and other nations. However, no
single study, at least to the researcher’s knowledge, has focused on examining the enactment of
secondary social studies teachers’ conceptions of citizenship and civic education in relation to
immigrant students. Theoretical manuscripts articulating assumptions on citizenship and civic
education and types of citizenship were plentiful. Also, studies that examined citizenship and
civic education were qualitative surveys that examined the perceptions of pre-service teachers in
methods courses (O’Brien & Smith, 2011), for instance, or were mixed methods research that
examined education programs that engaged citizenship education (Lin, 2015; Westheimer &
Kahne, 2004), or were collective case studies that examined how Civics teachers perceive their
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immigrant students and teach them Civics within the context of a new gateway state (Hilburn,
2012). Qualitative studies that explore social studies teachers’ conceptual constructions of
citizenship and civic education and examine the pedagogies that they employ to teach citizenship
and civic education to immigrant students were almost absent from the social studies literature.
Therefore, this dissertation study intends to fill these research gaps in the literature.
Research Questions
This qualitative exploratory study attempts to answer two research questions:
1. In what ways do secondary social studies teachers talk about and make meaning of
citizenship and civic education?
2. How do secondary social studies teachers’ understandings of citizenship and civic
education inform their pedagogical decisions in relation to immigrant students?
This study captures the perspectives of secondary social studies teachers who were teaching a
variety of social studies courses in Grade 7 through Grade 12 in urban and suburban school
district contexts in a northeastern state in the U.S.
This study also employs a number of key terms such as “foreign born,” “native born,”
“immigrant student/child,” “refugee student/child,” “additive acculturation,” “assimilation,” and
“traditional gateway states.” I operationally define these key terms in the following chapter.
following section:
Operational Definitions
I employ a number of key terms in the formulated research questions and throughout the
dissertation. The aforementioned key terms mean the following:
Foreign Born: This term refers to anyone who is not a U.S. citizen at birth. This includes
naturalized U.S. citizens, lawful permanent residents (immigrants), temporary migrants
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(such as foreign students), humanitarian migrants (such as refugees and asylees), and
unauthorized migrants. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021)
Native Born: The terms native and native born refer to anyone born in the United States,
Puerto Rico, a U.S. Island Area (Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands, or the U.S. Virgin Islands), or abroad of a U.S. citizen parent or parents. (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2021)
The U.S. Census Bureau (2021) does not provide a definition for the term “immigrant,”
but uses it in reference to lawful permanent residents. However, Alperin and Batalova
(2018) suggest that the U.S. Census Bureau has been using the terms foreign born and
immigrant interchangeably to refer to those who were born in another country and later
emigrated to the United States. (Alperin & Batalova, 2018)
Immigrant student/child: This term refers to “any child who enrolls in a U.S. public
school, is under the age of 18, and is foreign born or has at least one foreign-born parent.
Inherent in this definition is the notion that the children and their families make the new
country their permanent home. However, many families who come to the United States
do not necessarily intend to settle permanently” (Faltis & Valdés, 2010, p. 287). Yet,
these families are considered foreign born because they might consist of lawful
permanent residents or temporary migrants. The U.S. Census Bureau (2021) refers to
lawful permanent residents and temporary migrants as foreign born.
In this dissertation, the terms “foreign born” and “immigrant” are used interchangeably.
Refugee student/child: This term refers to “a child who is under the age 18, who is
foreign born or “have at least one foreign-born parent who is unable or unwilling to
return to his or her country of national origin because of persecution or a well-founded
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fear of persecution on the basis of race, religion, nationality, or subscription to a
particular social group or political opinion.” A refugee child, especially the one whose
country of origin is non-Western, is also an English language learner who experiences
multiple challenges as he or she adjusts to the American school that he or she attends
(Faltis & Valdés, 2010, p. 288).
Assimilation: This term refers to “The process whereby individuals of one society or
ethnic group are incorporated or absorbed culturally into another. At the individual level,
cultural assimilation implies loss of identification with one’s former group” (Gibson,
1988, p. 24).
Acculturation: This term refers to “A process of culture change and adaptation which
results when groups with different cultures come into contact. The end result need not be
the rejection of old traits or their replacement. Acculturation may be an additive process
or one in which old and new traits are blended […] the (former) culture is itself
transformed” (Gibson, 1988, p. 24-25).
Additive acculturation: This term refers to the “process of culture change and adaptation
that occurs when individuals with different cultures come into contact, the end result need
not be the rejection of old traits or their replacement. Acculturation may be an additive
process or one in which old and new traits are blended” (Gibson, 1995, p. 90).
Traditional gateway states: This term refers to “States such as New York, California,
Texas, Illinois, Florida, and New Jersey that “have historically been the preferred
settlement locales for newcomers. They have received, and continue to receive, the
largest number of immigrants to the United States” (Hilburn, Journell, & Bouchanan,
2016, p. 235).
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It is important to note that there is no single or universal definition of what constitutes a foreign
born, a native born, an immigrant student, and a refugee student. Each country defines these
terms differently according to the social context in which these terms are used.
Outline of the Dissertation Chapters
In chapter two, I describe the history of immigration (in)to the U.S. and situate this study
in the fourth wave of immigration. I also position this study in the literature that address issues
that are relevant to teaching citizenship and civics to immigrant students, along with their native
counterparts. Moreover, I identify the significant gaps in the reviewed literature. Additionally, I
address the theoretical frameworks that informed my study and assisted me while making sense
of the data that I collected. Finally, I provide a rationale for employing these frameworks and
articulate the limitations of each framework.
I begin chapter three by presenting my rationale for using qualitative methodology in this
study. Then, I describe the qualitative methods, including interview and observations, that I
employed to collect data for this study. Moreover, I explain how I analyzed the data that I
collected, and address the ethical issues that I considered in this study. Additionally, I describe
the problems that I navigated in the field, and address my positionality with respect to this study.
I conclude this chapter with describing the limitations of this study.
I begin chapter four by describing my findings regarding the meanings that teachers
construct for citizenship and civic education. I also highlight their insights on whether they
perceive citizenship and civic education synonymously or not. Following that, I share findings
regarding the pedagogies that they implement in their social studies classrooms, then as they
teach their students about citizenship.
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In chapter five, I present the findings on how teachers engage immigrant students in
citizenship education. Moreover, I present findings on whether these teachers are acculturating or
assimilating these immigrant youngsters as they engage citizenship education, and hare findings
about teachers’ insights on the term American Exceptionalism.
In chapter six, I include a summary of the study’s findings and draw on relevant literature
within which this study is positioned and to which these findings could be tied. Moreover, based
on my findings, I incorporate recommendations for secondary social studies teachers on the need
to re-examine their understanding(s) of civic education and citizenship education. I also
incorporate recommendations on the need to develop and implement culturally relevant
citizenship education pedagogies for immigrant students. Moreover, I include recommendations
for teacher educators on the need to engage pre-and in-service secondary social studies teachers
in courses and training that assist them with developing an understanding of civic and citizenship
education and equip them with the pedagogies they need to engage immigrant students in
citizenship education. Finally, I discuss the limitations of this study and include suggestions for
future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
“Locate the research in the literature citing existing studies of related phenomena, specifying
comparable cases, building on the findings of other researchers, and bringing this research into
dialogue with the work of others.”
(Ragin et al.,, 2004, p. 17)
“Good researchers are aware of their theoretical base and use it to help collect and analyze
data. Theory helps data cohere and enables research to go beyond an aimless, unsystematic
piling of accounts.”
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 24)
In this chapter, I contextualize this study in relevant literature by providing a knowledge
base through which I could analyze and discuss the study’s findings; I also identify the
significant gaps in the reviewed literature. I present the theoretical frameworks that inform this
study, provide a rationale for adopting the theoretical frameworks in support of this study, and
articulate the limitations of these frameworks.
The literature review focuses on the following areas that are relevant for this study: (1)
History of Immigration in(to) the U.S., (2) Motivations for Immigration, (3) Goals of Citizenship
and Civic Education in U.S. Public Schools, (4) Envisioning the Good Citizen, (5) Citizenship
and Civic Education, (6) Immigrant Students and Global Citizenry, and (7) Citizenship
Education: Teachers’ Perceptions, Pedagogies, and Challenges.
This chapter concludes with an overview of the theoretical frameworks employed in this
study: (1) the additive acculturation framework (Gibson, 1995), and (2) the three conceptions of
the “good” citizen framework (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). In the following section, I provide a
review of the literature that is relevant for this study.
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History of Immigration (in)to the U.S.
Many U.S. presidents endorsed the motto of the United States “E Pluribus Unum” (from
many, one) that highlights immigration as an experience that most Americans share; such
experience characterizes a majority of American citizens who voluntarily moved and settled in
the United States in order to begin “anew in the land of opportunity” (Martin, 2013, p. 5).
President John F. Kennedy conceptualized the United States of America as a nation of
immigrants (DiNapoli, 2016). Martin and Midgley (2003) described the United States as a
country that recognizes itself as a nation of immigrants and is characterized by the diversity of its
social fabric. Throughout the history of the U.S., waves of immigration into this country have
significantly attracted immigrants from Europe; throughout the current modern wave of
immigration (Pew Research Center, 2013), Latin America and Asia constitute the major sources
of most immigrants in the United States (Chishti et al., 2015; Gryn & Gambino, 2012; Martin &
Midgley, 2003; Pew Research Center, 2013). Mass immigration has been the source of labor for
an industrialized country like the United States which created, historically, job opportunities that
drew immigrants for labor (Martin, 2013). Currently, almost 13.7 percent of the country’s nearly
327.2 million overall U.S. population are immigrants (Batalova et al., 2020). The U.S. surpasses
other countries in the world by the number of immigrants who reside in this nation (Radford,
2019).
In contemporary times, the number of international migrants is on the rise because of four
main factors: (1) demographic inequalities that motivate people to move from poor countries
with high population growth to developed countries with constant population growth; (2)
economic inequalities that drive people to move from poorer to richer countries, and (3)
globalization trends, including revolutions in communication, transportation, and human rights
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that alert people to the existence of better opportunities abroad, thus encouraging them to take
advantage of those opportunities (Martin, 2013); and (4) war, political and religious persecution
(Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001).
Martin (2013) argues that international migration is conceived as a journey that involves
mixed emotions of hope and fear, “hope for higher wages and better opportunities coupled with
fear of the unknown” (p. 15). Immigration to the United States is a phenomenon that is beneficial
at the national level, namely because it enables immigrants to secure better life opportunities
while simultaneously strengthening (or enriching) the nation in multiple ways (Martin, 2013).
Each year, the U.S. admits more than one million immigrants (Radford, 2019) through three
major entry doors: “a front door for immigrants, a side door for temporary visitors and a back
door for the unauthorized” (Martin, 2013, p. 6). Those foreigners hold different goals that they
would like to achieve during their presence in this country (Martin, 2013).
While a vast majority of foreign born people (e.g., tourists, businesspeople, students, and
temporary workers), may not plan on staying permanently in the U.S., some may wish to settle in
this country permanently (Martin, 2013; Martin & Midgley, 2003). Asylum seekers or refugees,
for instance, constitute a portion of foreign born people who may choose to settle in the United
States due to ongoing armed conflicts in their home lands.
The American society holds polarized positions in relation to immigration into the U.S.,
and the value of foreign born immigrants who chose to immigrate to this nation (Bellovary et al.,
2020). While the arrival of foreign people from different countries into the U.S. is welcomed by
some Americans, it is conceived, namely after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, as a
threat by others who may fear those newcomers because of the terror stigma that they attach to
them (Jones-Correa et al., 2018; Martin & Midgley, 2003). Admittedly, immigration and the
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integration of immigrants in the U.S. have been contested issues over decades; also, the
complexity of the integration of immigrants into the American society, for instance, have been
reported by cross-disciplinary scholars. A study by the National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine in 2015 revealed that the K-12 education system in the U.S. is underresourced when it comes to accommodating the needs of about five million immigrant students, a
nine percent share of all students in U.S. schools, who seem to learn English faster than their
counterparts in earlier waves of immigration. Generally, teaching foreign born students, along
with their native counterparts, in under-resourced schools is problematic in and for 21st Century
United States. Teachers who have foreign born students in their classrooms are on the frontlines
to re-examine the quality of education they provide to these youngsters in U.S. schools (Samson
& Collins, 2012). This study sheds light on how teachers conceptualize citizenship and civic
education and explores teachers’ pedagogical decisions in relation to immigrant students in the
secondary social studies classroom. The following section describes the waves of immigration
(in)to the U.S. which have been part and parcel of the history of the U.S. and global history.
Understanding these waves of immigration and their intersections with U.S.-based and global
timelines of events is integral as it situates this study within a temporal context, identifies the
demographics and motivations of immigrants who have been arriving in the U.S. since the
colonial era, examines the U.S. immigration laws and executive actions that shaped the flow of
international migration to the U.S., and portrays how (im)migration, voluntary and involuntary,
has been a racialized phenomenon over time in the U.S.
Four Waves of Immigration to the United States
The United States is a country that has been influenced by four waves of immigration that
have been remarkable throughout the history of this nation. Martin and Midgley (2006) and
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(Martin, 2013) identified four waves of immigration to the United States: (1) The first wave
occurred in 1820, the year when the United States started documenting entries of immigrants
through the use of statistics; this wave involved a remarkable number of British, besides
Germans and other Europeans; (2) the second wave occurred between 1820 and 1860, and it
featured German and Irish immigrants mostly; (3) the third wave took place between 1880 and
1914, and was driven by large numbers of immigrants who arrived from Southern and Eastern
Europe; (4) the fourth wave occurred after 1965; this is when the United States prioritized entries
of immigrants who could guarantee sponsorship from relatives who reside in the U.S., or those
who possessed the skills that would qualify them to get recruited by U.S.-based employers.
Contemporary immigrants who reach the United States undergo the fourth wave of immigration.
In the following section, I present the four waves of immigration to the U.S. I examine
the fourth wave of immigration in-depth namely because this qualitative study involves
collecting data and generating findings about the experiences of secondary social studies teachers
with teaching citizenship and civics education to immigrant students who arrived in the U.S. in
the fourth wave of immigration. Therefore, I ground this study in the (temporal) context of the
fourth wave of immigration since this study’s participants include secondary social studies
teachers who teach citizenship and civics to fourth wave immigrant students.
First Wave (Pre-1820)
The first wave of immigration from Europe dates back to the 16th, 17th, and 18th centuries
and was composed of many settlers who originated from the British Isles (Alperin & Batalova,
2018; Gibowicz, 2007) and aimed at pursuing greater economic opportunities and religious
freedom in the New World (Alperin & Batalova, 2018). The earlier settlers who came from the
British Isles originated from England, in particular (Congressional Record, 1961). Among these
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early European/British immigrants were well-to do individuals, and indentured servants (Alperin
& Batalova, 2018). These new arrivals were mostly Protestants (Alperin & Batalova, 2018).
These founding settlers who were namely English colonists constitute the first group of people
who set up a framework of the society that was subsequently recognized as the United States
(Martin & Midgley, 2003) and framed the American Constitution (Pinder, 2010).
During the first wave of immigration, involuntary Americans comprised a group of
people who were coerced to contribute to the United States and become part of its American
people; involuntary Americans included, back then, enslaved individuals who were imported
from Africa as part of the Trans-Atlantic Slave Trade (1525-1866) (Gates, 2013), French and
Louisiana Native Peoples who, some of them, were made American citizens, and NativeAmerican citizens respectively as a result of the Louisiana Purchase Treaty of 1803 (Levinson &
Sparrow, 2005).
Second Wave (1820-1860)
The second wave of European immigration occurred between 1820 and 1860, and it
featured immigrants from Northern and Western Europe. Between 1820 and 1840, British,
German and Irish immigrants desperately wanted to escape from Europe to the land of
opportunity; these immigrants (about 750,000) included peasants who were displaced from
agriculture, and artisans who lost their jobs in Europe due to the industrial revolution. Between
1840 and 1860, immigrants from those countries numbered 4.3 million, and a large proportion
(40 percent) of those second-wave immigrants were from Ireland; nearly all the Irish immigrants
fled poverty and a devastating famine, known as the Irish Potato famine or the Great Hunger,
which left around 1.5 million dead. These newcomers wrote letters to their friends and relatives
in Europe encouraging them to come to the land of opportunity (Martin & Midgley, 2006).
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Second-wave immigrants from Europe, unlike first wave-immigrants, were mostly Roman
Catholics, came from poorer socio-economic backgrounds, were younger and less skillful
(Alperin & Batalova, 2018).
During the second wave of immigration, involuntary Americans consisted of some
Mexicans who became American citizens after the Mexican-American war and Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo of 1848 (Levinson & Sparrow, 2005). Additionally, immigrants from Asia
came to the United States in the second wave of immigration. The discovery of gold in
California in 1848, an era known as the California Gold Rush (1848-1855), besides the
transcontinental railroad building project that took place between 1863 and 1869 motivated a
wave of Chinese immigrants to flee war and poverty in Southern China and come to the west
coast of the United States through the port of San Francisco to work in gold mines and contribute
to building the Central Pacific Railroad (Chang, 2019; Sayej, 2019), and seek fortunes (Chang,
2019). Nativist white workers realized the success of Chinese laborers. As a result, they began
raising concerns about Asians competing with them for jobs and holding religious and political
beliefs that were different from theirs (Mink, 1986). An anti-immigration and anti-Roman
Catholic political party, the Know Nothings, emerged during the 1850s. Supported by other
nativist movements such as the Workingman’s Party of California, the Know-Nothing Party
responded to the xenophobia of established nativist Protestant Americans and demanded, for
instance, the legislation restricting immigration, which led to the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882
(LeMay, 2013) which mainly barred all new immigration from China for the next ten years. The
Chinese Exclusion Act allowed that Chinese immigrants who resided in the U.S. as of November
17, 1880 to remain residents of the country, but prohibited that these immigrants naturalize. The
Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 also enforced the deportation of unauthorized Chinese
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immigrants. The Geary Act of 1892 extended the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 for an
additional 10 years, and required that Chinese residents in the United States obtain identification
papers such as certificates of residence from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) in order to avoid
being sentenced to hard labor and deported (Lopez et al., 2015).
Third Wave (1880-1914)
Mass immigration from China and Japan to the United States resumed in early 1850s, and
in the 1880s, respectively. Although the U.S. opted not to enact formal legislation that excludes
immigration from Japan to the U.S., the Gentlemen’s Agreement Act of 1907 held Japan
accountable for limiting the number of immigrants reaching the U.S., Hawaii, Mexico, and
Canada (Smanko, 2008). At that time, individuals of Japanese ancestry were not allowed to
apply for citizenship (Smanko, 2008). It took the Chinese and the Japanese around a hundred and
fifty years until they gained their right for U.S. citizenship (Smanko, 2008). The McCarranWalter Act of 1952 allowed the immigration of Japanese and foreign born immigrants from
Asian countries and facilitated the naturalization of Asians into Asian American citizens
(Smanko, 2008; Lopez et al., 2015). However, this Act was restrictive especially for Americans
with African ancestry since “they were not counted for purposes of awarding quotas to foreign
nations. The law also provided special restrictions on colonial immigration which
disproportionately affected persons of African descent” (Chin, 2015, p.17).
The third wave took place between 1880 and 1914, and it was driven by large numbers of
immigrants, nearly 20 million immigrants who arrived from Southern and Eastern Europe and
moved to cities in eastern and midwestern states. In 1910, more than half of New York, Chicago
and Detroit’s labor force was constituted of a majority of immigrants. This wave occurred after
the American Civil War (1861-1865) and lasted until the outbreak of World War I (1914-1918)
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in Europe in 1914. Notably, in 1882, immigrants who arrived from northern and western Europe
(87 percent) exceeded in number those who came from southern and eastern Europe (13
percent). However, in 1907, immigrants who arrived from southern and eastern Europe (81
percent) exceeded in number those who came from northern and western Europe (19 percent).
Also, the first large groups of immigrants who arrived in 1907 consisted of Jewish and Eastern
Orthodox immigrants (Martin & Midgley, 2006).
After the American Civil War, the Naturalization Act of 1870 extended naturalization
rights to individuals of African nativity or descent (Lopez et al., 2015; Smanko, 2008). Black
people of African descent, who were ineligible to naturalize due to the Naturalization Act of
1790, became African American citizens “ninety-four years after the founding of the American
State and two hundred and fifty-one years after the first slaves were brought to the American
continent” (Smanko, 2008, p. 93). During the third wave of immigration, involuntary Americans
consisted of some Puerto Ricans who became American citizens after the Spanish-American war
and the 1898 Treaty of Paris, besides other populations from Hawaii, the Philippines and Guam
who were incorporated in the United States without their consent (Levinson & Sparrow, 2005).
Between 1915 and 1964, the third wave of immigration paused and decreased
significantly with the outbreak of World War I (1914-1918) which originated in Europe in 1914,
and it remained remarkably limited during the war. However, slow-paced immigration resumed
in 1920 with immigrants from western Europe a couple of years after the end World War I
(Martin & Midgley, 2006). A series of immigration laws were passed through the early 1920s
focused on limiting the flow of immigration to the U.S. (Chin, 2015).
The Immigration Act of 1917 or Asiatic Barred Zone Act banned immigration from all
Asian countries, including Japan, and required that immigrants over the age of 16 demonstrate
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literacy in any language. This Act did not ban immigration from the Philippines which was a
U.S. colony back then (Lopez et al., 2015). The abolition of bans on Chinese American
immigration and Japanese American immigration occurred through the Chinese Exclusion
Repeal Act of 1943 or the Magnuson Act and the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 or the
MacCarran-Walter Act, respectively (Smanko, 2008; Lopez et al., 2015).
The Emergency Quota Act of 1921 was established to restrict the number of available
visas to foreign born immigrants admitted each year, and to maintain barring immigration from
Asian countries (Lopez et al., 2015; Martin, 2013). The Immigration Act of 1924 or the 1924
National Origins Act posed stricter and permanent quotas on foreign born immigrants from
countries with newer immigration patterns, and relaxed nationality quotas on foreign born
immigrants from northern and western Europe due to their longer histories of migration to the
U.S., while continuously barring immigration from Asian countries and further restricting
immigration from Japan (Lopez et al.,, 2015).
The economic Great Depression of 1930s further slowed down immigration to the U.S.
Many refugees including German Jews could not escape persecution by the Nazi Regime
because of the rigidity of an ethnicity- and race-based U.S. quota system (Martin, 2013).
However, the accommodation of refugees started during World War II when the War Refugees
Board which was established in 1944 facilitated the entry of European refugees, the majority of
whom were Jewish, who fled Germany and German-occupied territories in Europe (Zhao, 2016).
After World War II, almost 600,000 displaced Europeans were admitted in the U.S. (Martin,
2013). Almost half of the immigrants who were admitted into the U.S. between 1949 and 1952
were refugees and most of them had no ties with American citizens (Zhao, 2016). Moreover,
during World War II, many Americans of Japanese ancestry were forcefully relocated and
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incarcerated (1942-1946) in internment camps on the west coast after the Japanese attack of 1941
on Pearl Harbor in Hawaii (Kimura, 1988).
Labor shortages during World War II (1939-1945) led the U.S. and Mexico to develop
the Bracero Program (1942-1964) which enabled the recruitment, for temporary employment, of
nearly 4.6 million Mexican agricultural workers whose manual labor was needed by American
growers (Zhao, 2016). To maintain control over immigration, the Braceros, who were only male
workers, were expected to leave after fulfilling the terms of their contracts. However, between
1950s and early 1960s, some Bracero families became American citizens and settled
permanently in the U.S. after adjusting their legal permanent status. The Braceros contributed to
the growth of the Mexican American population in the U.S. (Zhao, 2016).
Fourth Wave (1965-present)
The fourth wave of immigration occurred after 1965. The Immigration and Nationality
Act of 1965 or the Hart-Celler Act of 1965 or 1965 Amendments has facilitated large-scale
immigration from Asia. Unlike the traditional wave of immigration that encouraged significant
numbers of low-skilled male laborers from Asia who worked in mines, farms, and railroads
building, this modern wave of immigration from Asia involved recent arrivals who were highly
skilled and educated, and prone to major in high-wage disciplines including science, engineering,
medicine, and finance (Pew Research Center, 2013). Since their arrival in the U.S., Asian
immigrants of the 19th and 20th century endured the sting of racial prejudice and discrimination
or “the burden of culturally imposed otherness” less equally than the Hispanics and blacks who
make up the nation’s largest minority groups (Pew Research Center, 2013). However, since the
outbreak of the Covid-19 pandemic, U.S.-based people who are Asian have been exposed to
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racial prejudice and discrimination more than their Black and Hispanic counterparts (Ruiz et al.,
2020).
Understanding the characteristics that make the fourth wave of immigration
distinctive from earlier ones is fundamental (Passel & Suro, 2005) for conceptualizing the
immigrant experience to the U.S. First, the high rate of mass immigration that has
been taking place to the United States cannot be overlooked; in fact, the traditional
definition of the term “immigrant” has shifted; it became inclusive of additional
newcomer groups such as the refugees or asylum seekers, and the undocumented immigrants.
Second, the countries of origin that newcomers come from have shifted from Europe to
Asia and Latin America, with a minority of immigrants originating from Africa and the
Caribbean. Third, the diversity of the countries of origins of those immigrants, besides their
linguistic diversity and socio-economic backgrounds are remarkable features of fourth wave
immigrants (Passel & Suro, 2005).
Fourth, many immigrants who reach the United States possess developed skill sets that
enable them to contribute to the economic system; they speak English proficiently, hold college
degrees, and are offered work visas because of the credentials that they have (Rong & Preissle,
2009). Notably, the majority of these foreign born immigrants who possess such credentials are
South Asians. Foreign born immigrants from Asia represent 29 percent of all the foreign born
population in the United States (40.4 million foreign born which is equivalent to 13 percent of
the total population) and they stand out from all other foreign born immigrants by virtue of their
striking educational attainment/credentials (Gryn & Gambino, 2012; Pew Research Center,
2013); most foreign born immigrants from Asia have graduated from high school and are holders
of a bachelor’s degree or higher, but the foreign born from South Central Asia, in particular, are
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distinctive from foreign born immigrants from all subregions within Asia in terms of their
educational attainment/credentials (Gryn & Gambino, 2012). Although foreign born immigrants
from Asia are more likely to be naturalized citizens (58 percent) (Gryn & Gambino, 2012; Pew
Research Center, 2013) than foreign born immigrants from other world regions (40 percent), the
greater likelihood of foreign born immigrants from a specific subregion within Asia (i.e., South
Eastern Asia) to be naturalized citizens (66 percent) is noteworthy. For instance, large numbers
of foreign born immigrant from Vietnam have paved a pathway into the U.S. mainly as political
refugees while other major subgroups of foreign born immigrants from China, Korea, and India,
among other major subgroups, received green cards or permanent resident status in 2011 on the
basis of employer sponsorship, primarily, and through family sponsorship, secondarily; mostly
economic, education, and family reasons drove these major subgroups from Asia to come into
the U.S. (Pew Research Center, 2013). Recent foreign born immigrants from China, for example,
came to the U.S. to complete their studies and they were more likely to reside in student housing
arrangements with nonrelated individuals (Knapp et al., 2016).
Fifth, globalization has facilitated travel and communication of fourth wave immigrants
with people in their countries of origin, thus strengthening ties between immigrants and their
home lands; many immigrant-sojourners travel frequently to their heritage countries in order to
sustain the social networks that they are part of. Importantly, while some immigrants plan to
return to their countries of origin on a permanent basis, others are willing to move to other
countries depending on the job opportunities that await them (Brittain, 2002; Rong & Preissle,
2009).
The Immigration Act of 1965 is an immigration law that was established during the
fourth wave of immigration. This U.S. immigration policy favored the entry of foreigners who
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had American family members in the U.S., and those who had the skills needed by U.S.
employers. Restrictive immigration laws that emphasized the national origins quota system by
favoring the entry of particular immigrants, namely Europeans, based on their national origins
were amended through the Immigration Act of 1965 (Martin, 2014). Although this Act placed
relaxed restrictions on immigrants compared with pre-1965 immigration laws in that it
“abolished the national origins quota system and barred racial considerations from expressly
entering into decisions about immigrant visas,” (Johnson, 1998, p. 1131), this law still embeds
some “remnants of racism” (Johnson, 1998, p. 1133). Modern racial exclusion manifested in this
modern immigration law when immigration from Western Hemisphere countries was limited in
order to control the rise of the population of Latin Americans. This, in itself, was a “less
generous treatment for Latin Americans” who became the least favored immigrant populations
(p. 1132) as of 1968 when the Western Hemisphere was granted for the first time 120,000 visas
annually without imposing a cap per country, unlike the Eastern Hemisphere that was given
170,000 annually while imposing a 20,000 cap per country (Johnson, 1998; Lopez et al., 2015).
In the 1970s, an average of 450,000 immigrants entered the U.S. (Martin, 2014); these
immigrants came from these top three countries of birth: Italy, Canada, and Germany. In the
1980s, 735,000 were allowed in (Martin 2014); these immigrants came from these top three
countries of birth: Mexico, Germany, and Canada. Since the 1990s, more than 1 million
immigrants were admitted each year into the U.S. (Martin, 2014). In the 1990s and 2000s, these
immigrants came from these top three countries of birth: Mexico, China, and the Philippines. In
the 2010 and 2013, these immigrants came from Mexico, China, and India (Lopez et al., 2015). I
cite these data to highlight the diversity of the immigrants who have been arriving in the U.S. as
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of 1965 so that teachers recognize and draw on immigrant students’ diverse backgrounds in their
teaching in order to better meet the academic needs of these youngsters.
In 2010, foreign born immigrants (74 percent of all foreign born immigrants in the U.S.)
resided in 10 states, including California (25.4 percent), New York (10.8 percent), Texas (10.4
percent), and Florida (9.2 percent), to name a few, as the four states comprising the largest
proportions of the foreign born population in the nation (Grieco et al., 2012). The remaining 26
percent of foreign born immigrants were scattered in 40 states and the District of Columbia
encompassed 2 percent or less of the foreign born population (Grieco et al., 2012). More than
half a million of foreign born immigrants from Asia (11.6 million in 2011) were concentrated in
four states: California (3.7 million), New York (1.2 million), Texas (778,000), and New Jersey
(593,000) (Gryn & Gambino, 2012; Grieco et al., 2012). Foreign born immigrants from China,
India, Korea, the Philippines, and Vietnam are the largest groups (over 1 million per country of
birth) living in the United States. Remarkably, of the 11.6 million foreign born immigrants from
Asia, 4 percent were from Western Asia while 26 percent were from South Central Asia, 32
percent from Eastern Asia, and 34 percent from South Eastern Asia (Gryn & Gambino, 2012).
The United States has foreign born immigrants from regions of birth other than Asia. In 2011,
foreign born immigrants from Latin America and the Caribbean constituted the largest group of
foreign born immigrants (53 percent) by region of birth. Preceded by the second largest group of
foreign born immigrants from Asia (29 percent), foreign born immigrants from Europe
represented 12 percent of all foreign born immigrants in the United States. Foreign born
immigrants from Africa, and other regions including Oceania and North America constituted 4
percent and 3 percent, respectively, from the overall population of foreign born immigrants in the
United States (Gryn & Gambino, 2012).
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A feature of the fourth wave that must be discussed deals with the African continent. In
the 16th and 17th centuries, forced/involuntary black (im)migrants were brought in large numbers
to the United States as part of the trans-Atlantic slave trade (McCabe, 2011). The surge in
voluntary black (im)migration, “a relatively recent phenomenon” (Capps et al., 2012, p. 2) or
“development” (Anderson & López, 2018, p.1), or “trend” (Anderson, 2017, p. 1) from Africa to
the U.S. did not occur until 1980s. This is when the African-born population started to grow
significantly in the U.S. (McCabe, 2011). The rise in the African-born immigrants from under
200,000 to almost 1.5 million in the U.S. was noticeable between 1980 and 2009 (McCabe,
2011). In 2009 (McCabe, 2011), and 2015 (Anderson, 2017) the top sending countries of these
African born immigrants were Nigeria, Ethiopia, Egypt, Ghana, and Kenya (Anderson, 2017;
McCabe, 2011). In 2015, African born immigrants from these five countries accounted for half
of the African foreign born population in the U.S. (Anderson, 2015). Of the total foreign born
black immigrant population in 2013 and 2016, 36 percent (Anderson, 2015) and 39 percent
(Anderson & López, 2018), respectively, were the shares of African immigrants (Anderson,
2015; Anderson & López, 2018).
Immigration from sub-Saharan Africa has been growing rapidly. In 2018, immigrants
from sub-Saharan Africa accounted for 4.5 percent of the total population of immigrants (44.7
million) (Echeverria-Estrada & Batalova, 2019). In 1980, there were under 150,000 residents
from sub-Saharan Africa in the U.S. (Echeverria-Estrada & Batalova, 2019). Many reasons
brought sub-Saharan Africans to the U.S. While immigrants from Ethiopia, Somalia, and the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) arrive in the U.S. as refugees, immigrants from
Nigeria, Kenya, Ghana, and South Africa gain admittance in the U.S. as foreign students and
high-skilled immigrants. Immigrants who gained permanent legal residence through the

26

Diversity Immigrant Visa Program are from Liberia and Cameroon. Many immigrants from subSaharan Africa have been arriving to the U.S. through family reunification (Echeverria-Estrada
& Batalova, 2019). Between 2013 and 2017, Texas, New York, Maryland, California, and
Minnesota were the U.S. states of residence for larger shares of sub-Saharans African
immigrants in the U.S. (Echeverria-Estrada & Batalova, 2019).
Immigration from Africa has been on the rise (Anderson, 2015). There was a growth in
the share of African immigrants among the recent/new immigrant arrivals to the U.S. over time.
For instance, African immigrants accounted for 8 percent of the recent/new immigrant arrivals in
2013 whereas they accounted for 2 percent of the recent/new immigrant arrivals in 1970 (Lopez,
Passel, & Rohal, 2015). Moreover, among the black immigrant population in the U.S.,
immigrants from Africa have been the fastest growing immigrant group between 2000 and 2013
(Anderson, 2017). However, between 2000 and 2013, the Caribbean has been the top birth region
of black immigrants in the U.S. (Anderson, 2017). Almost half of the black immigrants in the
U.S. come from the Caribbean. In 2013, Jamaica (682,000) and Haiti (586,000) were the top
birth countries for black immigrants in the U.S. (Anderson, 2015).
Restrictive laws on immigration from non-Europeans countries besides the outlawing of
the slave trade in 1808 slowed down the flow of black immigrants to the U.S. Most voluntary
black immigrants’ arrivals to the U.S. during that time period were from the Caribbean. Due to
the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965 which focused on family reunification and skilled
immigrant labor, the fourth wave of immigration in the U.S. involved foreign born blacks,
besides other arrivals from a variety of countries, who benefited from this immigration policy
(Anderson, 2015).
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The Refugee Act of 1980 facilitated the entry of immigrants from conflict areas into the
U.S. For instance, many immigrants from Ethiopia and Somalia were asylum-seekers in the U.S.
Additionally, African immigrants benefited from the Immigration Act of 1990 which intended to
increase the flow of immigration from Europe and immigration from underrepresented countries
through the Diversity Visa Program. Between 2000 and 2013, nearly one out of five sub-Saharan
African immigrants (19 percent) gained permanent legal residence after enrolling in this program
(Anderson, 2015). Compared with the total population of immigrants, three out of ten (28
percent) sub-Saharan African immigrants gained entry in the U.S. through asylum- or refugeeseeking paths, compared with 13 percent of the total immigrant population. Furthermore, SubSaharan African immigrants are more likely (39 percent) to enter the U.S. through the immediate
relatives of U.S. citizens preferences and less likely (6 percent) through the family-sponsored
preferences criterion. These shares are significantly different for Caribbean immigrants (53
percent) who are more likely to gain admittance in the U.S. through the immediate relatives of
U.S. citizens preferences (Anderson, 2015). Also, while Caribbean immigrants are more likely
(35 percent) to gain entry in the U.S. through the family-sponsored preferences criterion, they are
less likely (5 percent) to enter the U.S. as refugees or asylees. Caribbean (3 percent) and African
(5 percent) immigrants are less likely to enter the U.S. through employment-based preferences,
unlike the overall immigrant population that gains admittance in the U.S. through employmentbased visa programs (Anderson, 2015). Immigrants from sub-Saharan Africa have a higher
educational attainment, are more likely to converse in English at home, and tend to have higher
participation rates in the workforce. Sub-Saharan African immigrants differ on those attributes
from the total foreign born population in the U.S. (Echeverria-Estrada & Batalova, 2019).
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In 2016, foreign born immigrants represented 14 percent of the total U.S. population, and
this percentage is projected to increase by 3 percent in 2060 compared to 2016 in case future
international migration to the United States will mirror recent historical trends. The U.S. Census
Bureau advanced that the United States will likely reach 404 million Americans, as a baseline
projection, by 2060. The Asian alone population in the United States was the fastest-growing
racial group in the country in 2016, and immigration was the primary reason behind this
tremendous growth over time (Johnson, 2020). If the U.S. government limits or stops
international immigration into the United States in the next four decades, the population of the
United States will decrease by 2060 (Johnson, 2020). However, “higher international
immigration over the next four decades would produce a faster growing, more diverse, and
younger population for the United States” (Johnson, 2020, p. 1).
The fourth wave of immigration has been also characterized by the emergence of new
gateway states such as North Carolina, Georgia, and Nebraska (Passel & Suro, 2005). Unlike
traditional gateway states such as California, New York, and Texas that have been receiving
immigrants since the colonization of the United States and have infrastructure for
accommodating the needs of newcomers, new gateway states have “limited experience and
infrastructure for settling newcomer families” (Fix & Passel, 2003, p. 8).
This study is contextualized within the four waves of immigration to the United States,
and particularly within the fourth wave (Martin & Midgley, 2003, 2006), and the traditional
gateway state phenomenon. Immigration to New York State, and specifically Central New York,
is conceived, in this study, in light of the aforementioned background knowledge base. The
following section presents motivations for immigration. This knowledge base on the
motivational factors that lead people to immigrate is essential as it provides social studies
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teachers with a lens through which they could make a better sense of immigration and immigrant
students.
Motivations for Immigration
Suárez-Orozco and Suárez-Orozco (2001) classified the motivations for immigration into
two categories: (1) socioeconomic factors, and (2) factors that are associated with an individual’s
fear of persecution based on his/her affiliations with political, ethnic, and religious groups.
Understanding the motivations for immigration is fundamental for understanding the experiences
that immigrant families and their children undertake (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001)
and endure.
Suárez-Orozco and Suárez-Orozco (2001) drew a distinction between two key
terms: (1) immigrants, and (2) asylum seekers or refugees. However, they reported that those two
distinctive categories hold some common characteristics in spite of the significant differences
that they feature. For instance, both immigrants and asylum seekers or refugees seek family
reunification in the host country by aiming at bringing their family members after they
themselves get settled in their new host country; in addition, the legal status of both immigrants
and asylum seekers or refugees could either be “documented” which means “legal” or
“undocumented” which means “illegal” (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p. 20).
Immigrants and asylum seekers or refugees are not internally homogenous groups; while asylum
seekers or refugees could belong to upper-class political elite groups or be members of
underprivileged and oppressed social strata, immigrants are often driven by their “highly
personal motivations” (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p. 20). While some immigrants
seek permanent settlement in the new host country, others conceive themselves as “sojourners”
or “temporary transnational migrants” (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p. 20). It is
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important to understand that “migrants more or less voluntarily choose to move” whereas
“asylum seekers are by definition involuntary newcomers” (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco,
2001, p. 27). In other words, while migrants may have the chance to carefully plan their move to
the new country and imagine life there, asylum seekers are less likely to have that chance;
asylum seekers make the move all at once with (or without) their families to the new country
once the threats on their well being as well as the well being of their families become menacing.
However, many asylum seekers share the wish to return to their homelands “as soon as things
calm down” (Faltis & Valdés, 2010; Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p. 28). Unlike
migrant children, many refugee children are themselves victims or individuals who have
witnessed violence in war-torn countries; as a result, many of those children have shown signs of
developing “post-traumatic stress syndrome” (p. 27). It is highly likely that the trauma that these
children experience prior to departing their home countries will influence their adaptation
processes into the new land that they settle in. Unlike migrants, asylum seekers or refugees do
not get a chance to mentally and critically imagine how life looks or will look like in the new
country (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001). Understanding the distinction between
immigrant pathways and refugee pathways is instrumental as those distinctive pathways
influence the adaptation process of children and parents.
Suárez-Orozco and Suárez-Orozco (2001) identified the reasons that force people
to migrate, and they presented those reasons from the different perspectives of immigration
scholars including economists, sociologists, and anthropologists. Economists recognize the
“push” (e.g., unemployment, underemployment, differences in wages between countries) and
“pull” factors (e.g., employers’ recruitment of immigrant workers) that motivate individuals to
migrate to a new country; sociologists tend to believe that people migrate because other people,
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including their relatives, friends, and friends of friends, preceded them in the new host country,
and were willing to get settled in the new land by providing them with resources about places to
reside in, jobs to apply for, schools to enroll their children in, etc.; anthropologists recognize the
cultural reasons that encourage people to migrate: first, anthropologists believe that immigration,
in some cultures, has become a “rite of passage” (p. 22); this means that, after reaching a certain
age, young men and women are expected to migrate. Second, reported immigration experiences,
as conveyed through the media and informal social networks, about the social and economic
benefits of immigration for both parents and their children, is another motivator for the
immigration of people to a new country. However, many individuals and parents experience a
counter-narrative of the experiences that people who migrated before them, and the media
reported; for example, many parents experience a “severe social demolition” in the new country
in that they realize their skills and degrees less likely match job characteristics in the new
country. Also, many parents in Suárez-Orozco and Suárez-Orozco’s (2001) study revealed that
although they were earning higher wages in the new host country, they experienced a lower
social status. The social and economic opportunities that these parents pursued in the new land
were limited because of age, language proficiency, degree accreditation, and pressures to
financially support family members in host and home countries. Prior to immigration, most
parents hold vague conceptions of the “better” social and financial opportunities that awaits them
in the new land. Many parents, in spite of the limited opportunities that they encounter in the
new country, decide to accept this new reality and make sacrifices, especially when they realize
that their children are having great educational opportunities in the new land. Suárez-Orozco and
Suárez-Orozco (2001) describe immigration as a phenomenon that engages “economic, social,
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and cultural factors,” and it is not possible to talk about or address this phenomenon without
seriously considering the interplay between those aforementioned factors (p. 22).
The United States is an example of a postindustrial economy that depends on foreign
born workers whose skills could range from low to high. Those foreign born workers less likely
travel to the U.S. on a solo basis; they either travel with their families or make families over the
course of time in the new country in which they reside. Education for their children is the most
important service that foreign born immigrant workers seek to secure, among other important
services that they need. Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco (2001) posit that as long as immigrant
labor is an option in the U.S., the number of immigrant children will be on the rise in many U.S.
schools.
For asylum-seekers or refugees, a major motivation for immigration is to escape ongoing
conflict(s)/war and persecution in their home countries. According to the Geneva Convention of
1951, asylum seekers constitute a population of individuals who escaped war because of “a wellfounded fear of persecution” (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p. 25-26). Asylum-seekers
or refugees endure displacements in the hope for settling in a “safe country” (Suárez-Orozco &
Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p. 27). While some of them reach the new country of destination and begin
their lives there, others are rejected entry into the new country and are either returned to their
home countries or to a third “safe country” (p. 27). Another group of asylum seekers or refugees
may also be held in detention camps awaiting their deportation; for parents and children whose
home countries reject their re-entry, this “pending deportation” status in Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) detention camps and jails may last for years. Also, some asylumseekers and refugees, namely those who escaped ongoing tensions in their home lands without
applying for asylum, are likely to enter the new country illegally and hold the status of illegal
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immigrants (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001). The experience of both refugee and
immigrant children overlap in the sense that their adaptations in the new land are influenced by
the psychological and physical presence of their parents in their lives, the socioeconomic
background of their parents, and the social context in which parents and their children resettle
(Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001; Weine, 2008).
The following section presents an overview of the goals of citizenship education in
relation to all students in U.S. public schools. The notion that citizenship education is
significantly central to immigrant students though has not been addressed by education scholars.
However, in the section that follows, I unveil the goals of citizenship/civic education for all
students in U.S. public schools. I do not address the goals of citizenship/civic education for
immigrant students in an in-depth manner, in particular, as I did not come across robust literature
that identifies those goals. Therefore, there is paucity of research in this area of study. The
purpose of this qualitative study is to contribute some insights that encourage and advance future
studies.
In his dissertation “High School Teachers Perceptions of Teaching Civics to Immigrant
Students in a New Gateway State,” Hilburn (2012) identified the purposes of social studies. He
reported that the initial purpose of social studies for immigrant students is to Americanize these
students (Hilburn, 2012). He did not identify the purpose(s) of citizenship/civic education, in
particular, in relation to immigrant students. This qualitative study sheds the light on the
complexity of preparing immigrant students for citizenship and civics in social studies
classrooms in U.S. public schools.
Goals of Citizenship and Civic Education in U.S. Public Schools
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Every society shapes the behaviors of its youth in ways that conform to the values
reinforced by that society (Parker & Jarolimek, 1984; Parker, 2015). Values and beliefs are two
interrelated concepts that should be understood. While values consist of a set of standards or
criteria against which the behavior of an individual or a group of individuals is judged, beliefs
are the assumptions that mirror people’s commitment to those values (Parker & Jarolimek,
1984). Democratic societies, for instance, are relied upon for the development of future citizens
who can make sense of democracy and are able to enact democratic attitudes and values (Kuran,
2014; Parker, 2005).
The United States is an example of a democratic nation (Parker, 2005; Westheimer &
Kahne, 2004) that expects its young citizens to adopt a belief system that reflects the main values
to which this nation is entitled (Parker, 2003). These general values include, but are not limited
to, justice, equality, freedom (NCSS, 2008), responsibility, privacy, and diversity (Parker, 2003).
Despite the emphasis that the U.S. places on these values and its reliance on individuals who are
expected to do what is right (e.g., pay taxes, obey the laws, treat others with dignity), it is
important to realize that this nation anticipates a generation of young citizens who can think
critically and problem-solve (Parker, 2014). Parker and Jarolimek (1984) assert that the absence
of a generation of “constructive social critics” of the democratic system will not contribute to the
improvement of that system (p. 10). Given the democratic and multicultural context of some
nation-states, including the United States, it has become mandatory to support students’
acquisition of the knowledge, skills, and attitudes that they need to improve democracy and
establish justice through reflective decision-making and actions that are informed by the
democratic values of nation-states (Banks, 2004a; O’Brian & Smith, 2011). Education in a
democracy, according to John Dewey (1987), necessitates “the active participation of students in
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reaching conclusions and forming attitudes” (p. 415-416). Dewey’s argument in relation to
education in democratic societies reflects an emphasis on a mode of education that involves the
students in the construction of knowledge.
Education in a democracy or democratic schooling and its relation to the notion of
citizenship is a contested subject that cannot be addressed without recognizing Thomas
Jefferson’s arguments or attitudes toward education, and particularly democratic education.
Thomas Jefferson was known as “the foremost advocate of public education in the early United
States” (Malone, 1948, p. 280). He considered the establishment of a democratic system of
education to be the most important law that would contribute to “the success of all others”
(Randall, 1993, p. 303). In Dewey’s (1940) words, Jefferson was “our first great democrat” (p.
1); Carpenter (2013) reported that Jefferson “came to see people as the guardians of liberty” (p.
3); Jefferson believed that people will not be able to resist a corrupted and abusive government
unless they were informed and educated citizens who are able to distinguish between factual
knowledge and fictitious knowledge. For him, informed citizens are individuals who “could act
freely in ways that would allow them to exercise their own rights while being mindful of the
rights of others” (p. 3). Jefferson’s notion on informed citizenry maintains his emphasis on the
importance of being knowledgeable; knowledge, from a Jeffersonian’s perspective, empowers
citizens “to protect their inalienable rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit happiness” (Carpenter,
2013, p. 3); these are the ideals that Jefferson underlined in the Declaration of Independence in
1776. In 1818, Jefferson wrote that one of the goals of education is “to instruct the mass of our
citizens in these, their rights, interests and duties, as men and citizens” (Peterson, 1984, p. 459).
It is commonly believed that schools play a major role in the survival of democracy
(Cogan, 1999; Nussbaum, 2006), and the preservation of the Republic (Cogan, 1999; Education
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Commission of the States, 2013). Carpenter (2013) argues that a distinction needs to be drawn
between two modes of schooling: (1) democratic schooling, and (2) republican education.
According to Carpenter (2013):
[…] democratic schooling refers to pedagogical practices that prepare students to be
active citizens. For example, strategies that afford firsthand experience in critical thinking
and decision-making are part of a democratic curriculum. Empowering students in
meaningful ways to help determine curricular content and assignments help to establish
democratic learning communities. Ideally such democratic practice extends to create an
entire school atmosphere that empowers students and creates equal opportunities for all to
serve in leadership positions and to influence educational decisions.
[…] republican education generally refers to efforts to prepare students to be good
citizens. Republican education hopes to help students know their rights and
responsibilities, understand the political and historical legacy of important documents and
government actions, and meet the expectations of citizenship. This is characterized by
stressing the value of voting, serving on a jury, being productive members of society, and
participating in other ways such as staying informed on current issues and expressing
opinions to elected representatives. (pp. 2)
In participatory democracies, such as the United States, citizens are required to use the
civic knowledge, skills, and value-based behaviors that enable them to contribute to the
preservation of the U.S. Republic (Cogan, 1999; Feldmann, 2007). Active citizenship is integral
to the establishment and maintenance of healthy societies in democratic nations (Nosko &
Széger, 2013). To build and maintain a democratic society, active citizens need to develop the
knowledge, attitudes, skills, and actions that enable them to question tangible solutions to
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problems; they do not give in to discriminatory acts, scapegoating, and other activities that are
driven by radical groups (Nosko & Széger, 2013). Gaining the knowledge and practicing the
skills for active citizenship occur throughout individuals’ social life. The fundamental role that
schools play in preparing students for active citizenship is, nevertheless, fundamental (Nosko &
Széger, 2013).
Brahm’s (2006) provides a narrower conception of the aim of civic education by
emphasizing the development of citizen’s knowledge of the political system and the creation of
engaged and politically informed citizens. He presents four key elements that constitute civic
education programs: (1) civic knowledge (e.g., knowledge of the principles and practice of
democracy such as the rule of law, human rights, etc.), (2) cognitive civic skills (e.g. synthesis of
information on political, civic life, and public issues), (3) participatory civic skills (e.g.,
collaborative deliberation and decision-making), and (4) civic dispositions (e.g., active political
participation). The goals of civic/citizenship education, as conceptualized by Brahm (2006) and
NCSS (2008) seem to align with a mode of schooling that is democratic rather than republican.
The characteristics of competent and responsible citizens, as stated in The Civic Mission of
School Report published in 2001, are consistent with the features of a democratic as well as a
republican system of schooling.
Social studies is the main discipline within which teachers shape students’ sense of
democratic citizenry (Parker & Jarolimek, 1984) and prepare them to become participants in the
government of affairs (Peterson, 1984).
The following section describes the notion of the ‘good’ citizen and outlines how social
studies programs prepare students to become ‘good’ citizens in participatory democracies. This
understanding of a “good” citizen is important for this research because it provides insights into
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how teachers conceive the concept of the “good” citizen” in relation to immigrant students, and
what the pedagogical practices that they implement in secondary social studies classrooms are as
they prepare immigrant students for “good” citizenship.
Envisioning the Good Citizen
Teachers’ conceptions of the notion of ‘good’ citizenship or the ‘good’ citizen can have a
major impact on their curricular goals, pedagogical practices, evaluation procedures, and
education policy (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004b). It is believed that teachers hold the primary
responsibility of preparing students to take active roles in a participatory democracy (O’Brien &
Smith, 2011). Hence, in order to help students internalize the democratic values of a democratic
nation, and meet the professional standards developed by the NCSS, pre-service teacher
education programs need to develop an understanding of how future teachers conceptualize the
notion of the ‘good citizen’ and then provide training that exposes pre-service teachers to
appropriate pedagogies they could implement in their classrooms (O’Brien & Smith, 2011). In
their qualitative survey study, O’Brian and Smith (2011) explored elementary pre-service
teachers’ perceptions of ‘good’ citizenship. They asked a convenient sample of 309 pre-service
elementary teachers who were enrolled in teacher education programs, mainly an elementary
social studies methods course, across five geographic regions (i.e., Southeast, Northwest,
Midwest, Southwest, and West) in the United States, to provide an answer to the following openended question: “What is a good citizen?” (p. 27). Findings from their study revealed that most
pre-service elementary teachers perceived a good citizen as an individual who helps others
and/or gets involved in community service (n=180), and follows the laws (n=163). Using
Westheimer and Kahne’s (2004b) framework of good citizenship that portrays three visions of
the good citizen (i.e., (1) the personally responsible citizen, (2) the participatory citizen, and (3)
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the justice-oriented citizen, they contended that social studies methods educators need to provide
their pre-service teachers with learning experiences that enable them to move beyond the
personally-oriented conception of the good citizen towards a more critical/transformational
perspective of citizenship such as the justice-oriented model of citizenship education.
Not only teachers in pre-service education programs, but those in in-service social studies
teachers need to rethink their conceptions of the good citizen and revisit the pedagogical
practices that they use to prepare their students for their active participatory roles in multicultural
democratic nations (Mathews & Dilworth, 2008; Oulton et al., 2004). In-service social studies
teachers’ views of good citizenship and their pedagogical practices to teach this abstract and
complex concept are most likely to be informed by their personal beliefs; also, they are most
likely guided by prior exposure to learning experiences in pre-service teacher preparation
programs that are expected to have facilitated their understanding of how to conceptualize and
teach this concept to students (Cogan, 1999).
In their mixed-methods study, Westheimer and Kahne (2003) proposed a framework that
describes three visions of good citizenship that is needed to support a democratic social order:
(1) the personally responsible citizen; (2) the participatory citizen; and (3) the justice-oriented
citizen. I want to elaborate on this study to develop teachers’ awareness of the type of citizens
that they could prepare and the actions that are associated with the preparation of each type. An
individualistic vision of good citizenship is reflected through the personally responsible citizen
who engages in volunteer activities and is expected to have a good character, besides being
honest, responsible and law-abiding. Second, the participatory citizen takes an active leadership
role in the civic and social affairs of the community not only at a local level, but also at state and
national levels. He/she is expected to possess the knowledge and skills that enable him/her to
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accomplish collective tasks while actively participating and taking leadership positions in social
and community structures. Third, the justice-oriented citizen focuses on challenging injustice and
promoting social change in society through the identification and critical analysis of social,
political, and economic structures that aim at reproducing patterns of injustice. He/she is
expected to possess the strategies that enable him/her to critically analyze and address the root
causes of social problems, and work collectively toward responding to these social problems. For
example, while the personally responsible citizen takes the initiative of donating food to hungry
people, the participatory citizen takes the responsibility of organizing the food drive; the justiceoriented citizen questions and explores the root causes behind people’s hunger and based on their
findings they develop an action plan to address these causes. Recognizing these three different
conceptions of citizenship is fundamental as it provides insight into their underlying curricular
goals and assumptions as well as the political implications of different democratic education
programs that promote them, and the kind of society that these programs anticipate.
Each conception of citizenship is based on a political dimension that educates students
for democracy. Programs that develop personally responsible citizens were not examined in
Westheimer and Kahne’s (2004b) study because of the narrow vision or approach of citizenship
that these programs foster. Democratic theorists believe that such conservative vision of
citizenship less likely prepares students for democracy. Westheimer and Kahne (2003) explained
that these three visions of good citizenship or the good citizen are not exclusive as it is possible
to encounter school-based citizenship education programs that reflect more than a single agenda
for promoting good citizenship in students. Their analysis of the literature revealed that the
majority of school-based programs promote a vision of citizenship that does not prepare students
for political participation in a democracy. Most citizenship programs focus on service learning
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(Westheimer & Kahne, 2003). In other words, these programs prioritize the involvement of
students in acts of compassion and charity instead of engaging them in critical social acts that
engender social transformation and systemic change. If the purpose of democratic education is to
promote “critical analysis” and “liberatory pedagogy,” Westheimer and Kahne (2003) state, it
becomes mandatory to prepare citizens to not only develop the skills that enable them to
participate in community affairs, but also to master the skills that enable them to challenge
existing power systems that perpetrate social injustice (Westheimer & Kahne, 2003). The
researchers stated that the development of a more democratic nation occurs when citizenship
education programs develop students’ commitment to civic participation and social justice,
besides developing the capacities that enable them to fulfill these commitments.
Findings from Westheimer and Kahne’s (2003) study indicate that programs that champion
justice-oriented citizenship do not necessarily develop students’ inclination or capacities to take
participatory roles in locally and nationally-based politics and community-based forums;
students may still lack the motivation and ability to take action and participatory roles for
democratic change. The opposite is true in the sense that programs that prioritize participation do
not necessarily develop students’ critical and analytical capacities to address major causes behind
social problems. Therefore, these programs are politically driven in that they tend to prepare
specific kinds of citizens who are expected to enact particular conceptions of citizenship in a
democratic society. Westheimer and Kahne (2004b) did not find a citizenship education program
that concurrently promoted students’ three orientations to citizenship (Mathews & Dilworth,
2008).
Johnson and Morris (2010) reported that Leenders et al.’s (2008) three types of citizens align
with Westheimer and Kahne’s (2004b) three kinds of citizens (i.e., the personally responsible,
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the participatory, and the justice-oriented citizen), respectively. Leenders, Veugelers, and De Kat
(2008) three types of citizens are promoted in citizenship education practices that emphasize
adapting citizenship, individualistic citizenship, and critical democratic citizenship. They
introduce adapting citizenship as a form of educational practice that focuses on the transmission
of values (e.g., discipline, obedience, hard work, integrity, respect, and responsibility) to
students. Then, they report individualistic citizenship as a pedagogical practice that valorizes the
development of students’ identity and aims at promoting students’ communication skills such as
critical reflection and rational discussion. Finally, they emphasize critical democratic citizenship
which focuses on the development of students’ critical thinking and values such as care and
solidarity, and recognizes learning as a social activity.
None of the studies that I reviewed for this study’s literature review, thus far, mentioned
aspects that relate to how social studies teachers need to prepare immigrant students, in
particular, to become the ‘new good citizens’ on a ‘new land.’ Most of the studies that I reviewed
described a one-size-fits-all social studies curricula and pedagogies that were designed to
prepare, for good citizenship, the overall population of students in a social studies classroom,
regardless of their gender, race, ethnic, religious, national affiliation(s), sexual orientation,
linguistic background and immigration status. Also, whether American democratic civic
education programs privilege a national “unum” by emphasizing a single narrative, or privilege
the “pluribus” by fostering the multiple narratives and cultural diversity in the U.S. is still a
contested issue in most social studies programs (VanSledright, 2010). This issue is also worthy
of examination in my prospective study. However, I support American democratic citizenship
education programs that engage multiple stories rather than a single narrative.
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The following section reveals conceptions of citizenship and citizenship education.
Understanding the multiple ways that scholars conceived the notion of citizenship and
citizenship education is fundamental since it provides a reliable reference for analyzing and
classifying social studies teachers’ talk, sense making, and practices of citizenship education in
relation to immigrant students along with their native counterparts.
Citizenship and Civic Education
Conceptions of citizenship that intend to advance democracy have been the center of debates
among philosophers, historians, political scientists (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004) and other
scholars from different research fields (Abu El-Haj, 2009; Banks, 2001, 2008; Chikwe, 2012;
Cogan & Kubow, 1997; Hillburn & Maguth, 2015; Hörschelmann & El Refaie, 2014; Gallavan,
2008; Ladson-Billings, 2004; Lee, 2000; Maira, 2008; Nussbaum, 1996, 2006, 2007; Parker &
Jarolimek, 1984; Ribble, 2015; Stavenhagen, 2008; Westheimer & Kahne, 2003). These scholars
did not seem to agree on a single conception of citizenship; each scholar seemed to interpret and
view the notion of citizenship through his/her own lens. Parker (1996) posits that social studies
scholars “have charged that citizenship education is at once vague and all-encompassing that it
can mean anything to anybody” (p. 18); other scholars examined the meanings of patriotism and
how they relate to citizenship education (Westheimer, 2006).
Anderson et al. (1997) reported “four coherent, identifiable, and separate viewpoints on
citizenship education” (p. 351) that social studies teachers hold: (1) The critical thinking
perspective, (2) the legalist perspective, (3) the cultural pluralistic perspective or cultural
pluralism, and (4) the assimilationist perspective. First, teachers who adopt the critical thinking
perspective recognize the importance of training the students to challenge the status quo through
the use of critical thinking and questioning techniques; students’ open-mindedness and tolerance
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are nurtured in social studies classrooms that adopt the critical perspective. Second, teachers who
adopt the legalist perspective educate their students about the importance of obeying the laws,
understanding how the U.S. political system is structured, and being aware of their rights and
responsibilities. Third, teachers who adopt cultural pluralism, as a perspective, encourage their
students to celebrate and embrace the diversity and pluralism that characterize the U.S.
Knowledge of the branches of the political system in the U.S. is not the only focus of those
teachers; the latter also expose their students to diverse political ideologies. Fourth, teachers who
adopt the assimilationist perspective focus on the transmission of dominant U.S.-based values to
their students. Teachers may alternate these models during instruction; however, their instruction
is highly informed by what they believe to be the most important about citizenship education.
Despite the multiple views of citizenship that are featured in the literature, three conceptions
advanced by different scholars stood out because of their remarkable intersections. These three
conceptions of citizenship include, but are not restricted to the following: multicultural
citizenship (Banks, 2001), citizenship as a set of critical practices (Abu El-Haj, 2009), and
democratic citizenship (Nussbaum, 2006; Parker & Jarolimek, 1984).
First, Banks (2001) supports the adoption of multicultural citizenship, a form of citizenship
education that prepares students to become aware of their rights, maintain a connection with their
cultural communities, and sustain effective participatory roles in the national culture that they
share with their native counterparts. He also believes that multicultural citizenship education
should enable students to identify with the global world and become aware of their participatory
roles in global communities. For instance, students are given opportunities to construct a
knowledge base, express caring dispositions, and develop the skills that will enable them to take
civic actions in order to change the world (Banks, 2001). A mere focus on developing students’
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national identifications through the adoption of blind nationalism can, according to Banks
(2001), eradicate students’ ethnic and community cultures, and trigger their feelings of shame
towards their families, community beliefs, linguistic baggage, and behavioral acts. Because the
task of helping Americans understand differences within the social fabric of the nation poses
some challenges, Nussbaum (2006) agrees with Banks (2001) on the importance of
implementing a multicultural mode of education that, in Nussbaum’s terms, equips young
citizens with the awareness that they need to live in a pluralistic democracy. Nussbaum (2006)
conceives multicultural education as an instructional mode that prepares students to understand
the fundamental cultural and historical knowledge about the different populations with whom
they share laws and institutions. She recommends that American students who are eager to
understand differences that are integral to their nation are encouraged to enroll in foreign
language, history, economics, and political science classes (Nussbaum, 2006).
Second, Abu El-Haj (2009) perceives citizenship education as a set of critical practices that
equip the students with the tools they need in order to identify and analyze structural inequalities,
and take actions that engender social change at the level of the nation and beyond the borders of
the latter. She supports the development of and reliance on citizenship education models that are
inclusive in that they draw people’s (including immigrants) awareness of the scope of rights
(e.g., economic, civil, social, political, and human) that they are entitled to. For example, young
active citizens are expected to advocate for social justice and world peace by critically engaging
in the public affairs of multiple worlds. Banks (2001) and Abu El-Haj (2009) recognize the
significance of teaching students to take actions that transform the global world through
advocating for social justice.
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Third, Nussbaum (2006) promotes the adoption of democratic citizenship that
emphasizes students’ development of three capacities. First, a democratic citizen should have the
capacity to critically examine oneself and his/her traditional belief system(s). Therefore,
engaging young citizens in critical thinking activities that engage them in dialogue and
deliberation around issues that relate to cross-cultural boundaries becomes a necessity
(Nussbaum, 2006). She confirms that such activities reframe students’ attitude vis à vis political
discussions. Given the polarized nature of national and international contexts, she emphasizes the
adoption of peaceful means for resolving conflicts. She believes that conflict resolution skills can
be developed through critical thinking activities whereby the students are held responsible for
their own reasoning, and are allowed to perform an exchange of ideas with their counterparts
within an environment that is based on mutual respect for the opinion(s) of the opposing side.
Second, a democratic citizen should develop humanistic attitudes toward other humans through
acts of recognition and initiatives that reflect a sense of concern. Particularly, these citizens have
to be aware of the differences that could act as barriers to understanding between diverse groups
and nations. They should also understand why the act of sharing human needs and interests plays
a key role in developing a shared base for understanding, especially in social contexts where
there is a need to solve common problems. In short, humans who seek to develop democratic
citizenship need to learn about diverse nations and the different groups that populate the latter.
Third, Nussbaum (2006) maintains that a democratic citizen should have the ability to exercise
his/her narrative imagination through reliving the experiences of a person other than him/herself,
critically reading that person’s story, in addition to understanding his/her emotions, wishes, and
desires. From a pedagogical perspective, teachers can cultivate students’ narrative imagination
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through the use of literature-based and artistic means of expression such as role-playing,
dancing, singing and using the literature.
It should be noted that Nussbaum (2006) and Abu El-Haj’s (2009) notions of citizenship
reflect the central role of promoting students’ critical thinking in citizenship education. Banks
(2001) and Nussbaum (2006), most noteworthy, highlight the importance of developing students’
humanistic and caring attitudes toward individuals from diverse backgrounds, while developing
an in-depth level of understanding about global communities.
Banks’s (2001) multicultural citizenship education aligns with Parker and Jarolimek’s
(1984) three perspectives (i.e., (1) the pluralist perspective, (2) the global perspective, and (3) the
constructive perspective) that drive the participation of democratic citizens in the social sphere.
While Nussbaum’s (2006) democratic citizenship aligns with Parker and Jarolimek’s (1984)
pluralist perspective, Abu El Haj’s (2009) conception of citizenship as a set of critical practices
aligns with the global and the constructive perspective. Table 1 presents how these scholars’
conceptions of citizenship intersect.
Table 1
Parker & Jarolimek’s Democratic
Citizenship Education (1984)
Pluralist
Global
Constructive
Perspective Perspective Perspective
Bank’s Multicultural
Citizenship (2001)
Nussbaum’s
Democratic
Citizenship (2006)
Abu EL-Haj (2009)
Citizenship Set of
Critical Practices
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First, Parker and Jarolimek’s (1984) pluralist perspective focuses on human differences;
proponents of this perspective believe that people are diverse in many ways (e.g., opinion,
preference, race, religion, ethnicity, culture) and they conceive this diversity to be good.
Therefore, they support an understanding and valuing of people’s cultural and subcultural
differences. Second, the global perspective aims to prepare individuals to become able and
willing to think globally about issues while acting locally. Citizens who support this perspective
are known to adopt a cosmopolitan stance. For instance, these cosmopolitan citizens know what
interdependence means, understand the value of diversity, and develop identifications with their
cultural group, nation-state, and global community. Third, the constructive perspective
encourages individuals to participate in the social, political, and economic processes while
maintaining a constant critical examination of those processes. For example, constructive
citizens question public affairs that are usually taken for granted; they possess the courage to
support an unpopular stance against the social pressure to conform. In other words, they
challenge accepted practices through engaging in dialogue opportunities that address the good
that the public and private social sector offer; moreover, they establish new measures that align
with democratic values and beliefs. Notably, these three perspectives are interdependent and they
altogether shape the participatory experiences of the democratic citizen in public life (Parker &
Jarolimek, 1984).
A further analysis of the literature revealed other conceptions of citizenship and
citizenship education. These forms of citizenship include the following: cultural (Maira, 2008;
Ladson-Billings, 2004), intercultural (Stavenhagen, 2008), transnational (Hörschelmann & El
Refaie, 2014), cosmopolitan (Nussbaum, 1996), global (Chikwe, 2012), world (Gallavan, 2008;
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Nussbaum, 2007), transformative (Banks, 2008a, 2008b; Lee, 2000), multidimensional (Cogan &
Kubow, 1997), digital (Ribble, 2015), and spatial citizenship (Hillburn & Maguth, 2015).
The following section reveals whether immigrant students can (be)come global citizens
in a new land. I address this area of interest because the literature that I reviewed thus far
revealed a need to make use of/activate and promote immigrant students’ global skills along with
the global skills of their native counterparts. In his book “Understanding Global Skills for 21st
Century Professions,” Bourne (2018) proposed a conceptual framework for global skills. This
framework consists of the following seven conceptual domains:
•

An ability to see the connections between what is happening in your own community
and in the communities of people elsewhere in the world.

•

Recognition of what it means to live and work in a global society and of the value of
having a broad global outlook that respects, listens to and values perspectives other
than one’s own.

•

An ability to understand the impact of global forces on one’s life and the lives of
other people, and what this means in terms of a sense of place in the world.

•

Understanding of the value of Information and Communication Technology (ICT)
and how best to use it, in a way that is self-reflective and critical, that questions data
and information.

•

Openness to the continued process of self-reflection, critical dialogue and questioning
of one’s assumptions about the world.

•

An ability to work with others who may have different viewpoints and perspectives,
being prepared to change one’s opinions as a result of working with others, and
seeking cooperative and participatory ways of working.
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•

Confidence, belief and willingness to seek a more just and sustainable world.

Immigrant Students and Global Citizenry
Immigrant children have the capacities to become global citizens (Ilzina, 2010)
along with their native counterparts. Most formal/scholarly and informal conversations
about immigrant children have positioned them to be perceived as entities that pose many
obstacles that need to be overcome (Ilzina, 2010). Conversations about the recognition of
immigrant children as an asset that needs to be valued are minimal (Ilzina, 2010). James Banks
(2008) is one of the influential scholars (Flores & Benjamor 1997; Kymlicka, 2004) who
recognized the centrality of perceiving immigrant children and their cultural experiences as a
resource rather than a threat. Banks (2008) believes that students’ reflective identifications with
their cultures and nation-states are prerequisites for the development of their global
identifications.
Citizenship, according to Ilzina (2010), is a “moral sentiment” that defines an
individual’s sense of belonging to a particular nation through participation in its political, social,
cultural, and economic systems. Ilzina’s (2010) definition of citizenship is not limited to the
possession of a physical document that anticipates the right of an individual to have rights.
Citizenship is rather a reflection of an individual’s belongingness to a particular nation; it is also
a reflection of a nation’s and members of a society’s approval and acceptance of that individual.
Ilzina (2010) states that an individual is a global citizen when he/she develops awareness of local
issues that surround his/her community, and global issues that extend beyond the boundaries of
the latter. She adds that a global citizen is an individual who perceives people through a
humanitarian lens; in other words, a global citizen is someone who strives to improve the life
conditions of humans who are part of his/her local community spheres, and the well-being of
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those who are part of global communities. A national citizen differs from a global citizen in the
sense that the latter does not expect any privilege(s) (e.g., rights) in return; they willingly
undertake the responsibility of improving the well-being of local and global communities. A
national citizen focuses on his national/local rights and responsibilities and often operates within
the context of his/her local community (Ilzina, 2010).
Immigrants constitute a population of individuals who possess linguistic, ethnic, racial,
and cultural experiences besides any religious affiliations; it is widely known that their presence
in the host nation poses some challenges on that nation (Ilzina, 2010) in spite of the fact that the
business and industrial sector in the host country in which immigrants get settled have much to
gain from their immigrant labor (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001). Many of these
immigrants are likely to maintain their dual and triple loyalties to a selection of nations, an act
that most likely reframes the traditionally rigid concept of citizenship (Ilzina, 2010). The wellbeing of children who are raised in immigrant families is influenced by multiple factors
including the legal status of their parents, their family income and composition, their parents’
work routines, educational status, and official language proficiency, besides other factors such as
children’s enrollment in health insurance coverage, access to child care, food assistance services,
and parents’ work supports in the form of tax credits (Ilzina, 2010).
In an era of globalization and international migration, the traditional conception of
citizenship as a phenomenon that is controlled by the state becomes less applicable. People who
live in nation-states have begun to commit to global citizenship (and other forms of citizenship
including the following: multiple citizenship, cosmopolitan citizenship, dual citizenship, nested
citizenship, cultural citizenship, environmental citizenship, gendered citizenship, and traditional
citizenship) by showing solidarity with people who live beyond the conventional borders of
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those nation-states, thus gradually contributing to the erasure of the state-controlled notion of
citizenship. Ilzina (2010) states that citizenship should be perceived as more than a label since
embracing a particular form or forms of citizenship “involves certain kinds of identities, virtues,
rights, and notions of power” (para. 15).
As more people have begun to commit to global citizenship, the preparation of students
to become future global citizens can no longer be overlooked, especially in this era of global and
transnational migration. Unfortunately, many social studies teachers do not transmit global skill
sets to their students namely because they themselves do not possess these skills, or if they do,
they are more likely to mis-educate their students, including their immigrant ones, about global
citizenship due their distorted images or imaginations of the global world, and their under
reliance on culturally responsive teaching in the social studies classroom (Banks, 2001). Many
U.S. teachers and student teachers, namely those who are white middle-class and who teach in
diverse and multinational/multiethnic school contexts, do not promote students’ construction of
clarified cultural and national identifications because they themselves did not go through
educational experiences that enabled them to reconstruct their ideologies of race, culture and
ethnicity (Banks, 2001); also, their teacher preparation programs did not make them cognizant of
(1) inclusive modes of education that enable them to meet the aforementioned purpose, and (2)
other practices that unveil the intersection of race, culture, and ethnicity, and the power
structures that characterize the social, economic, and political domains in the U.S. (Nieto, 1999;
Omi & Winant, 1994).
Although some teacher preparation programs in social studies education emphasize
transformative social studies pedagogy, it is believed that most pre-service teachers resist
citizenship education practices that reflect progressive notions of citizenship (Mathews &
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Dilworth, 2008). Banks (2001) acknowledged the importance of giving teacher education
students an opportunity to develop an in-depth understanding of their cultural and racial
experiences from multiple and critical standpoints. Among the educational practices that Banks
(2001) relied on in order to help his teacher education students develop cultural and national
identification, with a focus on the historical backgrounds of ethnic populations of color are the
following: writing personal reflections, reading historical textbooks, participating in classroom
discussions, role-playing, analyzing video-based case studies based on a set of pre-developed
questions. Banks (2001) stated that he did not yet develop a solid theory for helping teacher
education students develop global identifications.
The following section describes social studies’ teachers’ practices of citizenship
education. Understanding these practices is insightful as knowledge about social studies
teachers’ perceptions, pedagogies, and challenges in relation to citizenship education provides
new perspectives for approaching citizenship and civic education.
Citizenship Education: Teachers’ Perceptions, Pedagogies, and Challenges
Meira Levinson (2012, 2014) reported on the civic empowerment gap that is manifested
in the United States and other nation-states, mainly between historically marginalized
populations and people from dominant groups. Among the ways that could be used to address
this gap, according to Levinson (2014) is to engage historically marginalized youths in the
construction of “an intentionally designed, empowering civic education” (p. 137). Along the
same line of Levinson’s (2012, 2014) argument, Paolo Freire (1970) advocated for reframing
education in ways that align with “the oppressed” in order to meet “transformative civic ends”
(as cited in Levinson, 2014, p. 137). To support her argument, Levinson (2014) quoted Paolo
Freire (1970, 2008):
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No pedagogy which is truly liberating can remain distant from the oppressed by treating
them as unfortunates and by presenting for their emulation models from among the
oppressors. The oppressed must be their own example in their struggle for their
redemption. (pp. 54)
High school subject-specific teachers, including social studies teachers, believe that
students lack an understanding of their role as responsible citizens (Feldmann, 2007). In other
words, they lack the civic knowledge, attitude, and participation in democratic processes and
tend to concentrate on their rights while focusing less on their responsibilities. In Kuran’s (2014)
study, most 8th grade civic and human rights teachers identified the reasons or barriers that led
them to fail in helping their students meet the objectives of the civic and human rights education
course: (1) the lack of a civic and human rights environment at schools and in classrooms; (2) the
theoretical nature of the course and the lack of visual components; (3) the disconnect between
the course content and real-life events; (4) teachers’ reliance on teacher-centered pedagogies; (5)
teachers’ lack of perceptions of their students as young citizens; (6) principals and teachers’
failure to set good role models; (7) the lack of a family environment that fosters democracy; and
(8) the negative events and news as expressed through print and visual media. These teachers
proposed a set of solutions that they believed would facilitate their experiences with teaching the
civic and human rights course in order to promote students’ understanding of democracy, civic
knowledge, and human rights. Most teachers recommended the development of a handbook that
enables them to implement active teaching methods; more than half of the participants proposed
the development of TV programs that address issues on democracy, civic knowledge and human
rights. Almost half of the teachers suggested that schools should establish partnerships with nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Less than half of the teachers proposed the offering of
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support to families through informative seminars and home visits, and suggested that only field
experts should be allowed to teach the course.
Lin (2015) presented some pedagogies that K-12 model citizenship education programs
adopted in American schools in order to promote students’ civic engagement. For instance,
programs that are based on role play and political simulations are implemented at the high school
level and they engage the students in activities (e.g., class discussion, research tasks, mock
debates, etc.) that enable them to develop community-level rather than school-level civic
engagement. While role play and political simulation programs adopt curricula that require
students to address current issues that relate to the performance of the local government, other
similar programs implemented curricula that expect students to address issues that relate to
national and state elections. Furthermore, service-learning programmes, usually administered in
middle and high school years, aim at helping students develop civic engagement at both the
school and community level. Students in these programs are engaged in activities (e.g., reading,
writing, and discussion prior and after going to the service experience) through which they are
expected to rely on self-reflection as a mode for understanding the school-community
connection. Lin (2015) noted that students who, on average, are exposed to more than 30 hours
of service learning per year, and those who are in direct contact with individuals who are in need
of their service are more likely to promote the development of their civic engagement skills.
Addressing controversial issues in the classroom in order to promote students’ sense of
citizenship poses some challenges for most schoolteachers who serve in primary and secondary
school levels (Mathews & Dilworth, 2008; Oulton et al., 2004). Among these challenges, the
researchers mentioned (1) students’ unpreparedness to listen to counter-arguments and that is due
to their dogmatic attachment to their beliefs, (2) the impact of community-based factors on the
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values that schools aim at promoting, (3) teachers’ unwillingness to share their attitudes and
viewpoints (i.e., values) with their students out of a fear of disapproval, and (4) teachers’
underpreparedness to use these instructional methods. Secondary and primary teachers
recommended that young students should get exposed to controversial issues that reflect their
daily life experiences; they also disclosed a need to attend professional formal training that
address the teaching of controversial topics; in addition, they hoped to use materials that are not
only up-to-date, but also motivate students to learn. The researchers suggested the
implementation of pre-service and in-service programmes that develop teachers’ skills in
teaching controversial issues in the classroom. A promising area of research that the investigators
proposed relates to the effect of different teaching methods on students’ understanding of and
ability to handle controversial issues.
Leenders et al., (2008) study revealed three groups of educational goals and three
different orientations towards citizenship that secondary teachers, in the Netherlands, tend to
emphasize throughout the instructional process across multiple disciplines: Dutch language and
literature, art, civic education and economics. The three groups of educational goals that teachers
conceived to be equally important are discipline, critical thinking and autonomy, and social
commitment. The three citizenship approaches towards citizenship that teachers fostered are the
adapting-oriented teachers, the critical democratic-oriented teachers, and the individualistic
teachers. It is worthy to note that adapting-oriented teachers, mostly those who are experienced,
focus on addressing the social domain (e.g., attitudes towards social change) in the curriculum.
Less experienced teachers, namely those who belong to a younger generation, tend to focus more
on the development of students’ critical thinking and autonomy. Civics teachers, for instance,
held a strong commitment towards critical democratic citizenship. The researchers recommended
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that research into citizenship education should consider the different goals and practices that
make up citizenship education.
After reviewing the literature on teachers’ perceptions, pedagogies, and challenges
experienced by those teachers when educating students about citizenship and civics, it is notable
that no study, to date, addresses citizenship education pedagogy for immigrant students in U.S.
public schools. Most studies that I reviewed, to date, address citizenship and civic education that
is geared towards students who belong to mainstream white dominant groups in the United States
and less likely towards students who belong to traditionally marginalized racial and ethnic
nonwhite minority groups such as African Americans, American Indians and Alaska Natives,
Asians and Pacific Islanders, and Hispanics (Pollard & O’Hare, 1999), particularly the foreign
born students. The literature also revealed citizenship education pedagogies that seem to be
directed towards preparing All students for three kinds of citizens that either possess distinct or
overlapping skills sets (Leenders et al., 2008; Westheimer & Kahne, 2003). Hence, there is a
need to fill two major gaps in the reviewed literature, one that relates to citizenship and civic
education content, and another that relates to citizenship and civic education pedagogy.
The theoretical frameworks that inform this study are (1) the additive acculturation
framework (Gibson, 1995), (2) the three conceptions of the “good” citizen framework
(Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). In the following section, I explain these theoretical frameworks in
depth, and provide a rationale for adopting them in support of this study.
Theoretical Frameworks
This section examines the theoretical frameworks that inform this qualitative study. I
describe each of the theoretical lenses through which I plan to analyze and interpret the data. I
also present the strengths and limitations of each theoretical framework, and explain how those
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frameworks complement each other. Moreover, I explain why and how each of these theoretical
frameworks is useful in thinking about citizenship and civics education to all students.
Furthermore, I illuminate the theory(ies) that resonate positively with me given my own
identity(ies).
There are two major benefits for employing theoretical frameworks for this study: (1) to
identify and explain relevant theories that assist with framing/contextualizing teachers’ practices
of citizenship and civic education, and (2) to ground the analysis of the collected data in those
relevant theories. The theoretical frameworks that I use in this study are (1) the additive
acculturation framework (Gibson, 1995), and (2) the three conceptions of the “good” citizen
framework (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). In the following sections, I illuminate these theoretical
frameworks and problematize their usage.
Gibson’s Additive Acculturation Framework
Margaret Gibson (1995) advanced the additive acculturation framework that supports the
education of immigrant students in order to secure equal educational opportunities to them. This
theoretical framework focuses on engaging immigrant students in bicultural educational
experiences that recognize both, their heritage and American culture. The additive acculturation
framework is beneficial to immigrant students in that it (1) helps those students maintain their
ethnic identities, (2) enhances relations between schools and immigrant students’ homes, and (3)
enables immigrant students to acquire some aspects of the American culture. Teachers who adopt
the additive acculturation framework are those who (1) acknowledge the value of heritage
cultures and are able to implement classroom practices that incorporate those cultures, (2) design
instruction that resonate with immigrant students, and (3) adopt inclusive teaching methods that

59

acknowledge immigrant students’ motivations for learning, and gives those students an
opportunity to share their funds of knowledge as well as their life experiences.
While many immigrant parents support the fundamental role that schools play in helping
immigrant children master the language and culture of the host country, they, nevertheless, are
concerned about whether their children will conform to the assimilationist pressures that schools
place on them. In other words, immigrant parents encourage their children to become competent
in the mainstream culture of the host country, but do not favor that their children deny their
ethnic identity and culture (Gibson, 1995). Most teachers, who serve in schools that host
immigrant children, hold assimilationist agendas that encourage those children to conform
culturally to the pressures that schools place on them. In some instances, these pressures may
lead those students to adopt an attitude of resistance vis à vis their teacher’s authority, and
sometimes to drop out of school (Gibson, 1995).
Gibson (1995) explained the distinction between two terms, assimilation and
acculturation. Assimilation is the process in which individuals who belong to a particular society
or identify with a specific ethnic group absorb and identify with the culture of the new society;
those individuals substitute their initial cultural identity with a new one; through assimilation,
individuals lose their initial culture because a new culture has replaced it. On the other side,
acculturation is a process in which individuals who identify with a particular culture get to adapt
to other cultures as a result of coming in contact with people who belong to those new cultures.
Acculturation does not result in the rejection or replacement of one’s old cultural traits. This
process can either be additive or one in which one’s old and new cultural traits are blended
(Gibson, 1995).
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Gibson (1995) states that parents of immigrant students are inclined towards
acculturation, but do not favor assimilation. Although these parents want their children to
participate successfully in the mainstream society, they do not welcome and rather fear the idea
of their children becoming very Americanized. From the perspective of immigrant parents,
Americanization is a process that encourages children to forget their former cultural roots in
order to embrace the worst and the best of what the host country offers.
The system of education in the U.S. has been assimilationist par excellence (Gibson,
1995). Banks (2008) believes that students from diverse cultures are not being adequately
acculturated and accommodated within the context of the American school that is likely to be
based on a Western socio-democratic model of schooling. Instead, most students who are
newcomers in U.S. schools are assimilated into the American mainstream culture, a socially
unjust practice that eliminates their cultural differences and diverse group affiliations, and
abandons their unique and original identities (Banks, 2008a, 2008b). Given this assimilationist
educative context, schools have been rarely and to a less serious extent involved in helping
minority children to preserve their home languages and cultures. Gibson (1997) found that
youths who belong to minority groups “do better at school when they feel strongly anchored in
the identities of their families, communities, and peers, and when they feel supported in pursuing
a strategy of selective or additive acculturation” (p. 431). Gibson (1995) holds that many firstand second-generation immigrant children excel in school mainly because they draw power from
their sense of pride in their own ethnic identities, and potentially their home cultures. Firstgeneration youths, for instance, succeed in school, most often, not because they assimilate, but
mainly because they adopt a “strategy of additive acculturation” (Gibson, 1995, p. 91). In other
terms, Gibson (1995) believes that immigrant children succeed academically in U.S. schools
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precisely when they themselves maintain, rather than subtract their heritage culture. When
immigrant children assimilate into the mainstream culture of the U.S., according to Gibson
(1995), they run the risk of rebelling against their parents’ dominant positions, thus conforming
to the pressures placed on them by their American peers.
The additive acculturation model that Gibson (1995) developed is based on Wallace
Lambert’s (1975) notion of additive and subtractive bilingualism. As they are learning English, if
immigrant or language-minority children no longer seem willing to remain proficient in their
mother tongue, then subtractive bilingualism must have occurred; the child has replaced his/her
first language with English as his/her dominant/primary language. Additive bilingualism occurs
when English becomes the child’s second or third language within his/her pre-existing linguistic
repertoire (Lambert, 1975). The parents of Sikh children at Valleyside school in California, like
many other immigrant parents, perceived their children’s acquisition of English and skills in the
American mainstream culture as an additive rather than a subtractive process; those parents
viewed their children’s mastery of English language and U.S. culture as an additive process
mainly because they believed that their children will remain strongly anchored in their own
ethnic identities and culture. The perspective that these parents held about their children’s
language and U.S. culture’s acquisition as an additive process does not mirror the reality of the
subtractive acculturation process that immigrant children, foreign born and native-born,
experience in the U.S. school system (Gibson, 1995). Immigrant children, including those who
were born in the United States, are most often encouraged by U.S. schools to abandon their
“foreign” traits and comply with the pressures to assimilate in order to guarantee their success in
school (Gibson, 1995, p. 91). Gibson (1995) argues that immigrant children in U.S. schools are
often subject to this subtractive practice that is based on a deficit model of education; teachers
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who employ a subtractive practice are those who perceive the following aspects as deficiencies
in immigrant students’: (1) lack of English proficiency, (2) low potential to succeed
academically, and (3) lack of knowledge about U.S. social and educational institutions. When
these teachers employ a subtractive practice, they focus on instruction that is exclusively
English-mediated; they also expect immigrant students to Americanize within a short time
period; moreover, they favor assimilation through a monocultural practice, and employ a
mainstream curriculum that does not recognize immigrant students’ heritage culture including
their belief systems and cultural rituals. This practice of subtractive acculturation that is
performed by many teachers in many U.S. schools, whether explicitly or implicitly, is uneducative, un-democratic, and socially unjust because it marginalizes immigrant students’
heritage culture and encourages other students to perceive their immigrant peers’ cultural
differences as deficiencies rather than assets.
When examining the educational experiences of immigrant children, the U.S. Department
of State’s rules about bilingual education cannot be overlooked. Those rules emphasize the
subtractive acculturation of immigrant children: schools are encouraged to “treat native language
instruction as a tool to achieve competence in English rather as an instructional strategy to
nurture and maintain two languages” (Gibson, 1995, p. 91). In the following section, I present
Valenzuela’s research and explain how it intersects with and diverges from Gibson’s.
Gibson’s notion of subtractive acculturation/assimilation has been reframed by
Valenzuela (1999, 2002, 2005), a policy researcher whose research mainly focused on
subtractive schooling in Texas. While Gibson’s study participants’ involved Sikh immigrants in
California, Valenzuela’s (1999) study participants’ included Mexican (i.e., Latino/a) immigrants
in Texas. In her three-year ethnographic research, Valenzuela (1999) investigated the
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generational differences in academic achievement among immigrant Mexican youth and U.S.born Mexican-American youth who attended a high school in Houston, Texas. While Gibson’s
research focuses on teacher education programs and local education policy, Valenzuela’s work
(1999, 2002) focuses on the organization of schools and state education policy in relation to
minority students.
According to Valenzuela (1999), subtractive schooling promotes subtractive
assimilationist policies and practices that are developed with the purpose of disconnecting
immigrant students from their former cultural and language heritage. Valenzuela (1999)
criticized the organization of schooling and its culturally subtractive nature, besides teacher
preparation programs and their lack of centrality on issues of diversity. She argues that schools
are structured in ways that tend to be subtractive to immigrant students, precisely to those who
are members of historically subordinate groups (i.e., those who emanate from rural backgrounds,
do not speak a high-status language, or are non-literate). Valenzuela (1999) supports Merino et
al., (1993) who contend that American institutions have been subtractive and less welcoming to
those immigrant students than to their immigrant counterparts who spoke high-status languages
and were affiliated with an educated social class. Subtractive schools focus on identifying and
ranking the language status of immigrant students; if the language variety that these students
speak was non-standard, subtractive schools consequently exclude or de-ethnicize immigrant
students. For subtractive schools, language (besides color and physical appearance) serves as a
platform for exclusionary practices and de-ethnicization (Lopez, 1976). Valenzuela (2002)
emphasizes additive schooling and culturally-relevant pedagogy as two key constructs that
inform the re-organization of schools, teacher training programs, research on teacher quality and
education policy. She encourages teachers to draw a distinction between teaching that is
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culturally relevant and politically aware as opposed to a mode of teaching that is culturally
irrelevant and politically unaware (Valenzuela, 1999, 2002). She argues that in the presence of
state education policy that is “culturally subtractive,” practitioners are less likely to be able to
develop and implement culturally relevant and politically aware teaching agendas in order to
ensure additive schooling to immigrant students. This is because schools where those teachers
serve are more likely to be compliant (either implicitly or explicitly) with culturally subtractive
state law that foster subtractive schooling (i.e., schooling that functions in ways that discourage
“bilingualism, biliteracy, and biculturalism in an additive fashion” and promote immigrant
students’ eradication of heritage culture and language, and ethnic identities) (Valenzuela, 2002,
p. 236).
Valenzuela (2002) claims that additive schooling can be realized; for schools to be
culturally additive, she recognizes the fundamental role of leadership at school, district, and state
levels; she also recommends that state and local education policy, besides teacher’s instructional
practices be changed. For instance, change at the policy level occurs when a critical analysis of
the language and content of education policy is conducted, and education policy is redesigned
through the lens of the following constructs that are identified in the scholarship about minority
students: (1) using culturally relevant pedagogy (Ladson-Billings, 1994), (2) teaching about
codes of power (Delpit, 2006), (3) dismissing the notion of cultural eradication (Bartolomé,
1994), (4) using additive, power conscious, and politically aware education (Valenzuela, 1999),
and (5) teaching about civil rights (Nieto, 1999). According to Valenzuela (1999), if they are to
reduce subtractive practices in schools, teachers need to (1) exhibit an ethic of care toward
immigrant students, (2) show tolerance and understanding vis à vis immigrant students, and (3)
learn about immigrant students’ cultural heritage and personal backgrounds/stories/subjective
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reality (Valenzuela, 1999, 2005). Gibson (1995) and Valenzuela’s (1999) research on immigrant
students concurs that teachers need to acknowledge immigrant students’ cultural heritage, assist
immigrant students in maintaining their sense of pride in their cultural heritage because of its
value, besides encouraging bilingual education for immigrant students (Hilburn, 2012).
The Emergence of Gibson’s Additive Acculturation Framework
The concept of additive acculturation was first coined in Gibson’s (1995)
foundational book chapter entitled “Additive Acculturation as a Strategy for School
Improvement.” An examination of her earlier empirical study, “The School Performance of
Immigrant Minorities: A Comparative View,” published in 1987 revealed some key
characteristics of the additive acculturation framework. The purpose of her two-year study was to
explore the factors that promoted or impeded the success of Punjabi Sikh immigrant students
who attended a grade 9-12 high school in a rural agricultural town in California. The researcher
collected her data through participant observation, formal and informal interviewing; she also
collected and analyzed school performance data or school records for 2100 students, including
the Punjabi immigrants. She used random sampling and focused on a research sample of 44
Punjabi seniors and 42 white seniors; both groups of students were completing their final year at
the school. The study’s data base consisted of interviews with these students, their parents, and
their teachers.
Punjabi Sikh immigrants emigrated to the U.S. in order to pursue better opportunities for
their children, and secure financial stability for themselves. These Punjabi immigrants had low
labor and backbreaking jobs in agriculture in their home countries; they were not highly educated
upon their arrival in the U.S., and they had almost no command of spoken and written English.
Host communities resisted Punjabi immigrants and schools did not have the resources that

66

qualify them to meet the needs of immigrant students. In spite of these hardships/barriers that
they experienced as they transitioned to the U.S., many Punjabi immigrants succeeded
academically.
Findings from Gibson’s (1987) study revealed the following: (1) although schools in the
district did not support the language needs of Punjabi immigrant students at the elementary
school level, these students succeeded academically because of their enrollment in “all-English
submersion program” (p. 266); (2) middle and high school Punjabi immigrant students were
classified as Limited English Proficient and were, therefore, placed in English as a Second
Language (ESL) classes although many of those students were able to succeed in mainstream
English-only classes; (3) teachers appreciated immigrant students’ hard work, comportment, and
academic diligence, but they were concerned about their lack of participation in extra-curricular
activities, as well their parents lack of involvement in school functions; and (4) Punjabi teenagers
were bullied by some white majority peers and the school did not take measures to mitigate those
acts of bullying.
Despite the hostile school climate that Punjabi immigrant students were immersed in,
those students thrived academically because they and their parents employed a strategy of
“accommodation and acculturation without assimilation” (Gibson, 1987, p. 271). Notably, the
additive acculturation framework that Gibson (1995) discussed in the book chapter that she
published in 1995 is based on this notion of accommodation and acculturation without
assimilation. A strategy of accommodation and acculturation without assimilation holds (but is
not limited to) the following assumptions: immigrant students are encouraged to (1) accept the
academic content that their schools offer, but avoid the socialization experiences that American
schools promote; (2) respect their American teachers, but remain in contact, to a minimal degree,
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with American peers; and (3) learn English while preserving their ethnic language. Gibson
(1987) uses the following quotation to demonstrate how most Punjabi parents teach their
children to “resist the forces for unwanted cultural assimilation” (p. 271): “Dress to please the
people, […] but eat to please yourself” (p. 271). This belief that Punjabi parents inculcate in the
minds of their children indicates the social parameters of American public life that Punjabi
parents and their children were prone to access; it also shows Punjabi parents and their children’s
willingness to sustain their attachment to their ethnic communities. The school adaptation
patterns of Punjabi immigrant students in this American school put most of them on the path to
school success mainly because they and their parents perceived “acculturation in a
multidimensional fashion whereby new skills and values are incorporated into the old culture,
transforming but not replacing it” (Gibson, 1987, p. 274).
In the second chapter of her book titled “Accommodation without Assimilation,” Gibson
(1988) explained key words such as assimilation, accommodation, and acculturation; she defined
each term and supported each definition with an example from her fieldwork study on the
adaptation patterns of Punjabi Sikh immigrants and their children in California. Gibson (1988)
defined the aforementioned key terms as follows:
Punjabi parents encourage their children to accommodate themselves to the rules that
dominate the American public school system, for instance attending mixed-gender classes,
although these parents might not be in support of co-ed schooling. Also, not all Punjabi families
advocate accommodation to the same degree; some families (few ones) support full assimilation
because they believe that assimilation in the mainstream culture is beneficial for their children.
Unlike their parents, Punjabi immigrant students advocate acculturation in the sense that they
adopt a selection of aspects from the dominant American culture as they concurrently preserve
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their heritage language and culture (Gibson, 1988). Similarly, both Punjabi parents and their
children share the common goal of resisting full assimilation (Gibson, 1988).
In her book chapter titled “The New Latino Diaspora and Educational Policy,” Gibson
(2002) emphasizes the benefits of additive acculturation, as educational policy, on immigrant
students; she states that promoting a strategy of additive acculturation yields positive academic
outcomes for immigrant students, and supports those students’ respect for and preservation of
their language and cultural heritage. She reports evidence from Portes and Rumbaut (1996) and
Steinberg’s (2001) work to back up her argument. For instance, in their large-scale longitudinal
study that involved immigrant youth in San Diego, Portes and Rumbaut (1996) found that high
school students who were in command of two languages earned higher grades than their
monolingual white or co-ethnic peers. Steinberg (2001), for example, reported a finding from
survey-based statistical data to show that immigrant students who completed bilingual programs
in New York City Schools outperformed their monolingual peers on their New York English
Regents exam.
In their co-authored article titled “The Education of Immigrant Youth: Some Lessons
from the U.S. and Spain,” Gibson and Carrasco (2009) reported findings from an ethnographic
research that she conducted with the purpose of comparing two educational systems as they
operate, in relation to immigrant students, in California (U.S.) and Catalonia (Spain). Gibson and
Carrasco (2009) chose Spain as a comparative site for research because back in 2009, this
country had gained much attention as the second immigrant-receiving country in the world after
the U.S. Gibson and Carrasco (2009) analyzed the strengths and shortcomings in each education
system. They found that both systems functioned in ways that did a disservice to children of
immigrants despite efforts to support those children. Gibson and Carrasco (2009) concluded that
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school structures, practices, and educational policies operated in ways that were unwelcoming to
immigrant students; at the local level, school structures, practices, and educational policies were
either contradictory to their intended goals or dysfunctional because they promoted these goals at
a minimal level. Gibson and Carrasco (2009) suggested some practical considerations for the
enhancement of immigrant children’s experiences with schooling in the contexts of both
countries, the U.S. (California) and Spain (Catalonia). The authors did not explicitly
address/mention the additive acculturation framework in their article. However, most of the
recommendations that they articulated reflect the principles of that framework that Gibson
(1995) thoroughly analyzed in her earlier research. For example, Gibson and Carrasco (2009)
emphasize practices that engage immigrant children with their native counterparts in order to feel
socially integrated in schools, and academically challenged. They fostered the importance of
promoting the inclusion and social engagement of immigrant children in schools; this major
suggestion that Gibson and Carrasco (2009) upheld reflects a noticeable twist to some arguments
that Gibson (1995) stated in her earlier research where she seemed to support a flexible position
in relation to the socialization/engagement/participation of immigrant children in social activities
(e.g. extracurricular activities) that are organized by their schools. In her earlier research, she
advanced that immigrant parents are free to either encourage or discourage their children’s
participation in extracurricular school activities.
I extracted the principles of the additive acculturation framework from Gibson’s (1995)
article “Additive acculturation as a strategy for school improvement.” In this foundational source
text, Gibson (1995) utilizes terms such as “model” in “subtractive model of acculturation” (p.
94), “strategy” in “a strategy of additive acculturation” (p. 91), “policy” in “policy of additive
acculturation” (p. 102), and “form” in “a form of subtractive acculturation” (p. 92) and
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“subtractive form of acculturation” (p. 97). Hence, Gibson (1995) does not present “additive
acculturation” as a “model.” Also, she does not present “additive acculturation” as a theory that
consists of a set of tenets. Hence, Gibson (1995) neither uses terms such as “model,” “theory”
and “tenets” in reference to “additive acculturation” in her article, nor does she present “additive
acculturation” as a “model” or “theory” that consists of a set of “tenets.” In her article
“Globalization, Immigration, and the Education of “New” Immigrants in the 21st Century,”
Gibson and Rojas (2006) utilize the term “framework” to refer to “additive acculturation,”
“selective acculturation,” and “cosmopolitanism” (p. 73). In this study, therefore, I revert to
“additive acculturation” as a “framework,” according to Gibson and Rojas (2006), and I extract
the principles, rather than the “tenets,” of this “framework” based on Gibson’s conceptualization
of “additive acculturation” (Gibson, 1995) and the “additive acculturation framework” (Gibson
& Rojas, 2016). Hilburn (2012), whose dissertation and subsequent published work are
seemingly anchored in Gibson’s (1995) foundational article, conceives “additive acculturation”
as a “model” that consists of a set of “tenets” although Gibson (1995) neither presents “additive
acculturation” as a “model” nor does she list and/or describes “tenets” in her article. Hilburn
(2016) avowed that he extracted the “tenets” of the additive acculturation “model” from
Gibson’s (1995) article. My argument is that Gibson (1995) neither presented a “model” for
“additive acculturation” nor “tenets” for “additive acculturation” in her article. Moreover, these
“additive acculturation tenets,” as extracted by Hilburn, present a set of practices that teachers of
immigrant students are expected to enact in their classrooms. I posit that Hilburn presents tenet
one through tenet four in broad terms and without accounting for key terms and practices that
Gibson (1995) herself utilized to present additive acculturation and the preliminary findings from
her research on the additive acculturation of Punjabi immigrant students, and later the Mexican
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immigrant students at Valleyside High School in California. Hilburn (2012) seems to have
authored and assembled “additive acculturation tenets” based on his reading and understanding
of Gibson’s (2015) article. For example, the third tenet “teachers incorporate immigrant students’
knowledge, life experiences, and heritage cultures in the classroom” is not identified in Gibson’s
(1995) article.
In this study, I used the Additive Acculturation Framework (Gibson & Rojas, 2006)
which consists of basic principles that I extracted from Gibson’s (1995) article throughout of
which she engages these principles. I recognize that Gibson (1995) does not use the term
“principles” in her article. However, her understanding of additive acculturation coupled with her
preliminary research findings on additive acculturation suggests basic principles. I present these
principles as a set of practices that teachers of immigrant and minority students are expected to
adhere to. I do this because to provide teachers with a lens though which they could analyze their
practices and interactions with their immigrant students in the sense of whether they are being
acculturists or assimilationists.
Limitations of Gibson’s Additive Acculturation Framework
The additive acculturation framework holds some limitations despite its multiple
strengths. Among the shortcomings of this framework is that it does not indicate whether the
teacher of immigrant and minority students ought to adhere to all four principles in order to
fulfill additive acculturation. Moreover, this framework does not thoroughly address curricular
and pedagogical practices that curriculum designers and in-service teachers, respectively, may
need to consider in order to meet the needs of immigrant students. This framework emphasizes
the importance of empowering immigrant students in U.S. classrooms through the acquisition
and mastery of the dominant language of the host country (i.e., the English language in the U.S.
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context) while concurrently helping them maintain their heritage language and culture; Gibson
(1995) theorizes that the additive acculturation framework helps immigrant students succeed in
their school-based academic performance as well in their college careers. Gibson (1995), an
advocate of bilingual education herself, recommends that teachers should provide immigrant
students with courses that enable them to maintain their heritage language, besides teaching them
that “cultural diversity is the bedrock of this nation and that multiculturalism is the normal
human experience” (p. 101). Gibson’s (1995) statement reflects the need to draw immigrant
children’ awareness of the fact that the United States is a nation of immigrants. However, she did
not foster the need to raise dominant-group students’ awareness of this major fact as well.
The additive acculturation framework does not mention any specific pedagogies that
teachers can implement in order to meet the needs of their immigrant students. Instead, this
framework addresses some principles that teachers need to hold on to (See Table 2). Thus, this
framework needs to be strengthened by integrating a multicultural pedagogical component into
it. For instance, teachers who are prone to adopting the additive acculturation framework need to
learn about some multicultural pedagogical practices that they could implement in their
classrooms in order to meet the needs of immigrant students.
Furthermore, the additive acculturation framework does not capture specific pedagogies
that social studies teachers need to learn about in order to prepare immigrant students for
citizenship and civic engagement. To complement Gibson’s Additive Acculturation Framework,
I employed Westheimer’s and Kahne’s (2004) three conceptions of the “good” citizen
framework (See Table 3).
Table 2
Additive Acculturation Framework
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Principles
1. Teachers embrace a philosophy of additive acculturation in that they encourage their
immigrant and other minority students to maintain their home languages and cultures
2. Teachers recognize the value of knowing as much as possible about their [immigrant and
other minority] students’ backgrounds, families [including family values] and circumstances
[including cultural conflicts between home and school]
3. Teachers involve [their immigrant and other minority students’] parents [and families and
communities] as partners in their children’s education
4. Teachers are conscious of the importance of knowing more about their own attitudes,
beliefs, and prejudices, including their attitudes about acculturation and assimilation and
how these [aspects] play out in the day-to-day lives of their [immigrant and other minority]
students

Three Conceptions of the “Good” Citizen Framework: Theoretical Assumptions and
Limitations
Gibson’s (1995) additive acculturation framework does not integrate any component that
relates to citizenship education pedagogies. Therefore, I looked for a theoretical framework that
incorporates citizenship education practices that teachers adopt, and I could most likely use as I
analyze participants’ talk and practices of citizenship education in relation to immigrant students
and their native counterparts. I employed Westheimer and Kahne’s (2004) three conceptions of
the “good” citizen framework (See Table 3) because it reflects a set of implications that can
inform pedagogical practices. However, one of the framework’s shortcomings is that it does not
incorporate citizenship education pedagogies. Another shortcoming is that it engages
conceptions of the “good” citizen irrespective of the students’ citizenship status. Therefore, a
theoretical framework that helps social studies teachers prepare immigrant students for
citizenship education is essential. I did not find a single theoretical framework that captures
particular pedagogies for preparing foreign born immigrant students to become civically engaged
74

in their host countries. This is probably due to the scarcity of research on this topic. Researchers
are encouraged to engage the complexity of this issue given the large influx of immigrants from
foreign countries into the U.S. It is important to realize that today’s immigrant child in a host
country could become tomorrow’s citizen and/or leader of that country. Therefore, preparing
today’s immigrant children to become tomorrow’s citizens and/or leaders of/in their host
countries is of utmost importance for host countries that pursue and promote a healthier
democracy.
Table 3
Kinds of Citizens
Description
Personally Responsible

Participatory Citizen

Citizen
Acts responsibly in
his/her community
Works and pays taxes
Obeys laws
Recycles, gives blood
Volunteers to lend a
hand in times of crisis

Justice Oriented
Citizen

Active member of
community
organizations and/or
improvement efforts
Organizes
community efforts to
care for those in
need, promote
economic
development, or
clean up
environment
Knows how
government
agencies work
Knows strategies for
accomplishing
collective tasks
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Critically assesses
social, political, and
economic structures
to see beyond
surface causes
Seeks out and
addresses areas of
injustice
Knows about social
movements and how
to effect systemic
change

Sample Actions
Contributes food to a
food drive

Helps to organize a
food drive

Explores why people
are hungry and acts
to solve root causes

To solve social
problems and
improve society,
citizens must
actively participate
and take leadership
positions within
established systems
and community
structures

To solve social
problems and
improve society,
citizens must
question and change
established systems
and structures when
they reproduce
patterns of injustice
over time

Core Assumptions
To solve social
problems and improve
society, citizens must
have good character;
they must be honest,
responsible, and lawabiding members of the
community
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Chapter 3: Methodology and Methods
“I want to understand the world from your point of view. I want to know that you know in the
way you know it. I want to understand the meaning of your experience, to walk in your shoes, to
feel things as you feel them, to explain things as you explain them. Will you become my teacher
and help me understand?”
(Spradley, 1979, p. 34)
In this chapter, I explain (1) why a qualitative research approach is the most useful for
this study; (2) why symbolic interaction theory is the best methodological theory to inform the
design of this study; (3) why I captured secondary social studies teachers’ perspectives rather
than their opinions; (4) the qualitative research method that I used to develop an understanding
of social studies teachers’ perspectives of citizenship and civic education in relation to immigrant
students; (5) the method that I used to code and analyze the collected data, (6) the ethical
considerations that I considered and problems/challenges that I anticipated in the field; (7) my
positionality in relation to this study; and (8) the study’s limitations.
Qualitative Research
Qualitative research is a form of inquiry that aims at exploring social and human life
(Creswell, 2013) most likely through the lens (i.e., perspectives or frames of reference) of the
study’s participants (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Creswell, 2013; Taylor et
al., 2016). Particularly, qualitative research focuses on the notion that humans construct/create
their own realities (Berger & Luckmann, 1967) through the social experiences that they engage
in (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). Quantitative research mainly captures the subjects’ outer or etic
perspective (i.e., self-reported accounts that reflect the informants’ attitudes, opinions and
behaviors regardless of the social context in which they occur) and highly likely
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camouflages/conceals their actual behaviors in the social world in which they live (e.g., when
participants are asked to fill out a questionnaire, it is highly likely that they could change their
behavior upon answering the questionnaire items). Qualitative research, in contrast, captures the
informants’ in-depth or inner/insider/emic perspective, conceptual world or ways of negotiating
meaning (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Creswell, 2013; Taylor et al., 2016); the qualitative researcher
aims at exploring and understanding “how different people make sense of their lives” as they
experience it (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 7), and how they enact their social constructions and
interpretations of their social worlds. Indeed, the qualitative researcher intends to reveal the
informants’ meaning making process besides their social interactions/experiences as informed by
their social constructions of meanings (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007); informants’ constructions of
meaning and the behaviors that they exhibit are interpreted or analyzed by the qualitative
researcher within the context of the participants’ past and current social situations (Taylor et al.,
2016; Yin, 2011). Moreover, qualitative research emphasizes “the human side of social life”
(Taylor et al., 2016, p. 9), an aspect that quantitative research does not capture mainly because
the quantitative researcher does not stay close to the empirical world in order to get to know
his/her participants personally and experience what they experience in terms of the daily
struggles that they endure (Taylor et al., 2016) or have endured in society.
In fact, people live in mental settings called “imaginations;” those settings, which are
characterized by their symbolic rather than concrete nature, form people’s subjective thinking
that generates multiple constructions of reality; indeed, qualitative research tends to reveal the
subjective/socially constructed nature of reality (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 26), unlike
quantitative research which aims at uncovering the truth or the objective nature of reality that is
believed to exist “out there” in the social world (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008, p. 14; Saldaña, 2015).
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Thus, qualitative research recognizes the subjective aspect of human perception and underscores
the qualitative researcher’s fundamental role in understanding the mental processes that
participants rely on to negotiate/construct meaning, besides exploring and understanding what
those meanings are (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Johnson & Christensen, 2008; Lichtman, 2006).
People’s process of meaning making and their social construction of their realities relate
to symbolic interaction theory within the context of this study. Symbolic interaction theory is the
best methodological theory to inform the design of this study.
Methodological Theory: Symbolic Interaction
Symbolic interaction theory is based on “root images” or assumptions that indicate how
this theory views human society and conduct (Blumer, 1969, p. 6). A qualitative researcher needs
to understand those root images as they make up the conceptual scheme/framework through
which he/she will analyze his/her data. First, symbolic interactionism theory approaches society
as consisting of people who are constantly engaging in action as they carry out activities “in
response to one another or in relation to one another” (Blumer, 1969, p. 7). This theory asserts
that “human experience is mediated by interpretation” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 27); this
indicates that the social experiences that humans go through are shaped by interpretive processes
that are enacted by humans themselves and/or facilitated/nurtured by people, events, symbols,
and situations that constitute their social environments (Blumer, 1969; Charmaz, 2014; Taylor et
al., 2016). Thus, people’s construction of their own realities occurs through an interpretive
process of meaning making as individuals generate and co-generate meanings of people, objects,
symbols, events, and situations; those meanings ought to be defined and understood or
interpreted by the qualitative researcher within the interactive social contexts in which they were
produced or co-produced; this is mainly because different people conceptualize the same object
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(i.e., a physical, social, and abstract object) by drawing different connotations/meanings of it and
those meanings are based on people’s interactions with “their world of objects” or social milieu
that consists of physical, social, and abstract objects (Blumer, 1969, p. 11).
Social studies teachers, for instance, develop and enact their conceptions of citizenship
and civics through their interactions with their social worlds that consist of people, objects,
events, symbols, and situations. Hence, this study aims at analyzing how 8 secondary social
studies teachers made meaning of citizenship and civics education, and how those meanings
informed their pedagogical choices in their classrooms. This research is grounded in qualitative
methodology that employs symbolic interaction (Blumer 1969; Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Mead,
2015) as a methodological theory.
Symbolic interaction theory rests on three main principles: meaning, language, and
thought (Blumer, 1969); ultimately, the context plays a key role in unveiling why the informant
thought and behaved the way he/she did (Blumer 1969). Developing an in-depth understanding
of those principles and how they relate to the present study is fundamental.
Symbolic interaction theory focuses on the principle of meaning making that is based on
three premises: First, individuals adopt particular behaviors toward people, objects, symbols,
events, and situations as a result of the meanings that they assign to the latter. Second, people
create and make those meanings based on contextual social interactions that they establish with
their worlds that consist of humans, objects, symbols, events, and situations. Third, those
meanings are constantly altered as individuals make new interpretations on the basis of new
interactions that they establish with their worlds that consist of different people, objects,
symbols, events, and new situations or experiences that they navigate (Blumer, 1969; Charmaz,
2014; Karp & Yoels, 1986; Taylor et al., 2016; Wiley, 2014). Therefore, symbolic interaction
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theory recognizes that no object has a static meaning or value in itself (Blumer 1969; Charmaz,
2014), and that although objects, symbols, events, and/or situations could be viewed through the
lens of sameness, individuals are more likely to negotiate different meanings of those objects,
symbols, events, and situations. Notably, the meaning or value of physical, social, and abstract
objects alternate because the contextual social interactions that shape humans’ meaning making
process of those objects constantly change (Blumer, 1969; Charmaz, 2014). For instance, within
a particular social context, members of an ethnic group make sense of social objects differently
from members who belong to a different ethnic group. Blumer (1969) claims that understanding
the action(s) of people or groups of people necessitates the identification of their world of
objects, a world that consists of social, physical, and abstract objects that shape their thoughts
and drive their actions.
In this study, my purpose is to understand how social studies teachers themselves
negotiate the meanings of citizenship and civics in their lives (i.e., within schools, homes) and
how they teach those constructs/notions to their students. Precisely, I aim at understanding how
they conceive citizenship and civics, and how they teach those concepts to their immigrant
students.
Second, language influences the meaning-making process that humans go through.
Language is the vehicle through which meanings of objects, symbols, people, events, and
situations are communicated and negotiated (Griffin, 1997). Instances of miscommunication
occur when the meanings embedded in the language (i.e., verbal and nonverbal) utilized by
interlocutors during contextual social interactions do not seem to match. In this study, I intended
to examine the discourse that social studies teachers engage when they negotiate and make
meaning of citizenship and civics in their lives and when they teach those constructs to their
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immigrant students along with their native counterparts (Gee, 2011).
Third, people use different thought processes or internal dialogues/mental conversations
to assign meanings to and make a perception of their worlds (Charmaz, 2014; Griffin, 1997).
Miscommunication could also occur when an interactant mentally engages in an internal
dialogue or a mode(s) of thought that diverges from that of his/her counterparts, and hence make
customized and unique perceptions of their social world(s). This study reveals the mental
conversations that secondary social studies teachers use to negotiate and make meaning of
citizenship and civics and their practices of these constructs in relation to immigrant students. In
this study, I captured informants’ perspectives rather than their opinions.
In this study, I used symbolic interaction as a methodological theory that guided the
analysis of the collected data. For instance, I analyzed teachers’ conceptions of citizenship and
civic education and their pedagogies based on how they talked about the objects, symbols, lived
experiences, and identities that (re)shaped their social constructions of these concepts. For
example, teachers who highlighted teaching immigrant students about traumas as a citizenship
education pedagogy were themselves and/or their ancestors exposed to traumatic episodes
throughout their lives. In the following section, I explain why this study examines teachers’
perspectives rather than opinions.
Perspectives Rather Than Opinions
Capturing the perspectives of social studies teachers on citizenship and civics as they
relate to immigrant students necessitates that I understand informants’ past and present lived
experiences, the assumptions that shape their meaning making processes, the sources of those
assumptions, and the biases that inform the formation of those assumptions and guide
informants’ behaviors in their social worlds. This study aims at exploring secondary social
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studies teachers’ perspectives, rather than opinions, namely because gaining informants’
opinions will only allow me access to their immediate views that could less likely be depicted
from or grounded in their situational and evolving lived experiences and observable behaviors.
Exploring secondary social studies teachers’ perspectives on citizenship and civics education
required that I observe (and engage) them in different social settings and on multiple occasions
using a variety of qualitative data collection methods, namely participant observations (Spradley,
1980) and in-depth semi-structured interviews (Kvale, 2007; Patton, 2002). In this study, I
employed in-depth semi-structured interviews as a research method to assist in developing an indepth understanding of informants’ perspectives rather than their opinions.
Research Setting(s)
The primary setting for this study is a northeastern urban school district. As part of a pilot
study that I conducted in 2015 (Spring 2015 and Fall 2015), I began observing a 7th grade social
studies teacher (Mr. Brook) in Spring of 2015 because I wanted to understand what social studies
content this teacher teaches to immigrant students and how this teacher interacts with immigrant
students in the classroom. These observations revealed that the social studies content that this
teacher taught to immigrant students and their native counterparts was the same. Moreover, he
employed the same pedagogies as he was teaching his immigrant students along with their native
counterparts. In Fall of 2015 and as part of this pilot study, I interviewed 3 secondary social
studies teachers (The terms “secondary social studies teachers” also imply “middle and high
school social studies teachers) who were teaching in the same urban school district. I interviewed
the 7th grade social studies teacher that I observed in Spring of 2015, and resumed my
observations in his 7th grade classroom in Fall of 2015: he was teaching social studies in Grade 7
in Fall of 2015. I also interviewed two social studies teachers who were teaching in Grade 10 and
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12 (Nadia), and Grade 8 (Woody). I interviewed these three teachers in order to explore how
they talk about and make meaning of citizenship and civic education in relation to immigrant
students and how those meanings influence their pedagogical choices. These interviews revealed
that teachers held different meanings of citizenship and civic education. Moreover, they
struggled to meet the needs of immigrant students due to their lack of pedagogical resources that
would assist them in better meeting the academic needs of those students as they engage
citizenship education.
Conducting these interviews in the pilot study enabled me to modify some interview
questions that I used for the dissertation study based on my analysis of the interview data with
three teachers and observations of one of these teachers in the pilot study. For instance, the
interview protocol for the pilot study included the following question: “Describe for me how you
make sense of your students who come from the Middle East.” I modified this question to the
following: “Describe for me how you make sense of immigrant students.” I made this
modification because the three teachers engaged in talking about immigrant students during the
interviews without emphasizing the geographical region(s) that some immigrant students are
from. Also, classroom observations of one teacher revealed that students from countries other
than the Middle East outweighed those who were from the Middle East, and the teacher, during
classroom observations, taught the same content to immigrant students from the Middle East and
to students from region(s) other than the Middle East and implemented the same pedagogies as
they taught immigrant and native-born youngsters.
The 7th grade class that I observed served as a “pilot site” that was “useful to practice a
bit of observation” (Delamont, 2012, p. 344). I conducted these observations to educate and
familiarize myself with the urban public school system and learn more about the content of the
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social studies course that this teacher teaches to immigrant students, and how he interacts with
immigrant students in the classroom. These observations enabled me to incorporate subquestions into the interview protocol that I used later in the actual dissertation study. For
example, the interview protocol for the pilot study included the following question: “Would you
say that the primary goal of social studies is to develop effective citizens? Talk to me more about
what that means to you.” To this question, I added a sub-question: “Describe for me what it
means to be a citizen?” I incorporated this sub-question because in my classroom observations
for the pilot study, it was revealed that the teacher was constantly speaking to his students about
the rights and responsibilities of citizens in the U.S., the rights and responsibilities of his
students, for instance. Also, I probed the three teachers to talk about what it means to be a citizen
because I wanted to understand how they conceive the notion of the citizen since their
citizenship education pedagogies are informed by their understanding of the meaning(s) of “a
citizen.”
For my dissertation study, I resumed, in Fall of 2016, conducting observations of the
teacher whom I observed in the pilot study: He was teaching Grade 8. Then, in Fall 2017 and
Spring 2018, I conducted observations in his classroom: He was teaching Grade 7. Conducting
observations of one teacher over time enabled me to identify and determine a pattern in his
teaching and interactions with immigrant students. I drew on his pattern of teaching and
interactions with immigrant students as I was probing the 3 interviewees in my pilot study. For
example, I asked my interviewees probes such as “Tell me more about how you teach immigrant
students” because in my classroom observations, the teacher did not implement exclusive
pedagogies to teach these youngsters. The immigrant students along with their native
counterparts were taught in the same way. Moreover, as I was conducting observations in the
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social studies teacher’s class, I recruited and interviewed 5 secondary social studies teachers.
Two teachers were teaching in urban schools and three teachers were teaching in suburban
schools.
Urban research settings were selected because the secondary social studies teachers who
were recruited to participate in this study claimed that their course curricula in Grade 7 through
Grade 12 incorporate components related to citizenship and civics education. They taught and/or
were teaching, at the time of the interview, immigrant students from diverse ethnic backgrounds.
Moreover, the northeastern area within which the urban and suburban schools are located is
considered a sanctuary region that is a gateway to immigrants from all over the world. Hence, the
secondary social studies teachers in these urban and suburban public schools had immigrant
students into their classroom spaces.
This dissertation study, which includes data from the pilot study that was conducted first,
was conducted between Spring of 2015 and Spring of 2018. I interviewed 8 secondary social
studies teachers who taught in one urban and two suburban school settings. Out of the pool of
teachers that were invited to participate in the study, only eight teachers accepted to take part in
the study, and these teachers were interviewed once. Out of these eight teachers, one secondary
social studies teacher was extensively observed once or twice on a weekly basis in Grade 8 in
Fall of 2016 and Spring 2017, and then in Grade 7 in Fall 2017 and Spring of 2018. This teacher
was previously observed in the pilot study when he was teaching social studies in Grade 7
(Spring of 2015, Fall of 2015). I observed this seasoned secondary social studies teacher over
time (six semesters) to look for recurrent patterns in his teaching and interactions or inactions
with immigrant students. Conducting participant observations over shorter periods of time (e.g.,
one or two participant observations) in the classrooms of some of the other social studies
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teachers would not have enabled me to gain insights into their teaching through identifying
patterns in their teaching and actions or inactions with immigrant students. Had they been
conducted, these short-term participant observations would not have even enabled me to
understand whether or not teachers’ responses in the interviews matched their actions in the
classroom; teachers could have allowed me to observe them teaching a class which could have
been set up in accordance to what they believe I was studying. This practice of field distortion by
the participants could have deprived me from observing the participants in their natural settings
and resulted in capturing teachers’ biased insights.
The teachers were interviewed once because the data that I analyzed from interviewing
them was thorough and, hence, sufficed to help me answer the study’s research questions. The
frequent use of probes as I was conducting the interviews enabled me to gather enough relevant
data. The observations that I conducted in one classroom also helped me to formulate some of
these probes. Some of the probes that I emphasized in each interview, for example, were “Is
citizenship education and civic education synonymous? If so, how? If not, how do they differ?” I
emphasized these probes because in my classroom observations in Grade 7 and Grade 8 I
wrestled with determining when he was teaching civics and when he was teaching citizenship. In
order to determine this, I needed to understand teachers’ perceptions of civic education and
citizenship education. Thus, I emphasized the aforementioned probes.
Data Collection Methods
I employed a qualitative research design/methodology that involves the use of in-depth
semi-structured interviews as the primary source of data. I used participant observations of one
social studies teacher over six semesters in order to better understand, particularly, the content
that the teacher is teaching to immigrant students, and how the teacher is teaching and interacting
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with immigrant students so that I could fine-tune questions within my interview protocol, and
probing questions. However, this study does not emphasize the analysis of observational data,
but I drew on observational data to look for and construct potential themes as I was analyzing the
interviews. I triangulated the data to gain a “fuller” and deeper understanding (Bogdan & Biklen,
2007; p.11; Taylor et al., 2016) of social studies teachers’ perspectives. By triangulating the
study’s data, I maximized the validity and credibility of the findings that are grounded in the
data. I wrote field notes from my participants observations and memos based on those field notes
and the process of data analysis. Field notes were in narrative formats, and memos were in
different formats: narrative memos about those fields notes and about the segments within the
interview transcripts, and conceptual-visual memos, during data analysis, which assisted in
consolidating my analysis and facilitated writing about the data in support of my findings.
I observed Mr. Brook in Grade 7 (Spring 2015) and Grade 7 (Fall 2015). As I was
conducting my observations in his class in Fall 2015, I interviewed three social studies teachers
including him. Then I began analyzing the data from those three interviews. I started analyzing
data from Mr. Brook’s interview. During my analysis of his interview, I found that he
constructed one meaning for civics and this was reflected in his teaching. As I was analyzing
data from Nadia and Woody’s interviews, I compared their responses on how they make sense of
civics to Mr. Brook’s responses and to each other. I found that Nadia held two meanings for
civic education whereas Mr. Brook and Woody held one common meaning for civic education. I
created a category for the “Meanings of Civics” because I noticed nuances in how the teachers
understand civics. I adjusted some questions in my second interview protocol and went on to
recruit more participants for my dissertation study. I recruited five participants who were from
urban and suburban schools, and then interviewed them using the second interview protocol.
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These teachers were from urban and suburban schools.
Hence, this study involves the use of in-depth semi-structured interviews as a primary
data collection instrument. I indicate in the following sections how I conducted semi-structured
interviews with eight participants, and the participant observations of one secondary social
studies teacher.
Interviews
According to Kvale (2007), an interview is a common research method, an
“inter-view” or an interchange of views between an interviewer and an interviewee who are
found conversing about a common theme of interest (p. 5). Interviews aim at eliciting
participants’ descriptions of their lived experiences rather than their interpretations of those
descriptions (Kvale, 1983). Kvale’s (2007) conception of an interview aligns with that of
deMarrais (2004) who perceives an interview as “a process in which a researcher and participant
engage in a conversation focused on questions related to a research study” (p. 54). Taylor et al.
(2016) define an interview as a form of social interaction that involves face-to-face social
encounters between two or more individuals who are constructing the meanings of each other’s
words, expressions, and gestures. This “inter-action” between the interviewer and interviewee,
during an interview, enables the researcher to construct/produce knowledge about informants’
lived experiences and social worlds, feelings, hopes, work situation, family, school and social
life (i.e., aspects of informants’ lives that cannot be observed directly), as described in their
words and from their own frames of reference (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Kvale, 2007, p. 1;
Taylor et al., 2016).
Qualitative research scholars did not mention a specific number of informants that a
researcher needs to select (Kvale, 2007; Taylor et al., 2016) for an interview(s) in order to
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complete this data collection phase for a study. Kvale (1996), for instance, recommended that a
researcher interviews “as many subjects as necessary” to find out what he/she needs to know (p.
107). Taylor et al. (2016) reported that “as a general rule, the fewer the number of interviews or
observations you plan to conduct with each person or in each setting, the larger your sample
needs to be” (p. 43).
In this study, interviews allowed me to develop an in-depth understanding of teachers’
lived experiences and their interpretations of those experiences (e.g., their perceptions,
reflections, thoughts, feelings, and intentions) in that how they think about the work they do. Indepth semi-structured interviews were the best means to collect informants’ narratives about
their individual thoughts, feelings, and perceptions. By semi-structured interviews, I mean that I
used open-ended questions in order to elicit responses from the informants, but also provided
opportunities to enable them to elaborate on as many concepts or issues as they desire (Bailey,
2007).
I conducted 60-90 minute in-depth semi-structured interviews to gather “rich and detailed
information” rather than “yes-or-no, agree-or-disagree responses” (Rubin & Rubin, 2012, p. 29).
An in-depth semi-structured interview is a social interactive situation whereby the researcher and
the informant cooperate in order to unveil some aspects of an informant’s lived experience,
namely that in which the researcher is likely interested in (Taylor et al., 2016). The interview
protocol that I developed and used to guide the exchange/interchange with the interviewees
included open-ended questions instead of questions that suggest answer categories. The
questions and their order were flexible; I adapted the questions to the flow of the interview
conversation (Flick, 2014; Kvale, 2007) and gave the interviewees room to express their
perspectives and topics of interest (Flick, 2014; Kvale, 2007). I probed interviewees’ responses
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to get them to talk about “particulars and details” that are central to understanding their
perspectives (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 105; Kvale, 2007). To merit open responses from
interviewees, I calibrated “social distances without making the subject feel like an insect under
the microscope” (Sennett, 2004, p. 37-38), or dealing with them, solely, as “depersonalized
objects of research” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 474). I (inter)acted à la naturel (i.e., I gave
something of myself and personal character and talked in ways that adhered to my own
personality.) during the interview while avoiding the transgression of the line that informants’
friends and intimates, only, may be given consent, by the informant, to cross (Sennett, 2004).
I interviewed the participants only one time. This was the case because the data that I
analyzed from interviewing them sufficed to answer the study’s research questions. I
interviewed them in a place of their choosing such as their classrooms, boys’ locker room at the
school, school and public libraries. Out of 21 secondary social studies teachers who were invited
to take part in this study, only eight teachers agreed to commit their time to be interviewed.
Hence, I interviewed a purposive sample of 8 secondary social studies teachers who, at the time
of this study, were teaching in five public schools, each located in a city school district within a
single county of a northeastern state in the U.S. five participants were teaching in schools within
an urban city school district whereas three informants were teaching in suburban schools. I chose
my informants purposefully. Only secondary social studies teachers who address issues of
citizenship and civics education in their classrooms/curriculum, and those whose classrooms
include foreign-born immigrant students were invited to participate in this study.
In this way, the sample was satisfactory to my specific research needs (Cohen et al.,,
2018). I included participants who may “facilitate the expansion of the developing theory”
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 73) as a result of gathering a large amount of information from them
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(Erlandson et al., 1993). The participants varied in terms of gender, age, race, ethnicity,
nationality, and years of experience in teaching social studies. I captured a diverse range of
perspectives from a diverse group of secondary social studies teachers. The age of the
participants ranged between 30 and 55. Seven participants were white American males and one
participant was black American female. They taught a variety of social studies courses from
Grade 7 through Grade 12.
I used “snowball or chain” sampling by identifying cases of interest from people who
know people who know what cases are information-rich” (Creswell, 2013, p. 158); the doctoral
advisor, Dr. Jeffery Mangram, emailed some secondary social studies teachers that he knew in
order to put me in contact with them. He provided me with the email addresses of some
secondary social studies teachers that he knew. I emailed each of the teachers (N=21) that he
referenced an invitation to participate in this study. 13 secondary social studies teachers declined
my invitation to take part in this study. Eight secondary social studies teachers agreed to
participate in this study. I asked some teachers who were involved in this study to refer me to
secondary social studies teachers who might be interested in taking part in this study. Only one
participant assisted me in recruiting another participant.
Participants.
The information listed in the table and following section below are based on teachers’
responses to interview questions that focus on teachers’ demographics and professional
background at the time when the interview with each participant was conducted. The teachers
self-described as follows.
Table 4
Participants’ Demographics and Professional Background
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Participant

Gender

Age

Race

Type of
School

Years of
Experience
Teaching
Social
Studies

Grade
Level(s)

Basyouni

Male

38

White

Urban

10

12

• Economics &
Government

Mr. Brook

Male

52

White

Urban

28

7, 8

• U.S. History

Eric

Male

43

White

Suburban

21

10, 11,
12

Nadia

Am

Gerard

Female

Male

Male

31

47

45

Black

White

White

Urban

Suburban

Suburban

7

23

19

Course(s)

• World History

10, 12

• Modern
European History
Through Film
• Global History

10, 11

• AfricanAmerican
History
• Global Studies

9, 10, 11,
12

• U.S. History
• Global History
• AfricanAmerican
History
•Government
Law Civics

Rayan

Male

50

White

Urban

18

12

• Oral History
• Sociology II

Woody

Male

33

White

Urban

9

8

• U.S. History

Nadia
Nadia, 31, is African-American. Her race is black. She has 7 years of social studies teaching
experience in Grade 9, 10, and 12. She has a master’s degree (Grade 7 through 12) in social
studies education and is pursuing a doctorate in American History. She has a minor degree in
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Philosophy and African-American Studies, and has an undergraduate degree in History and
Political Science. She is certified to teach social studies. She teaches Global History (Grade 10)
and African-American History (Grade 12).
Mr. Brook
Mr. Brook, 52, is American. His race is white. He has 28 years of social studies teaching
experience in Grade 7 and 8. He has a master’s in Education and an undergraduate degree in
Economics. He is certified to teach social studies. He teaches US History (Grade 7).
Woody
Woody, 33, is American. His race is white. He has 9 years of social studies teaching experience
in Grade 7, 8, 9, and 10. He has a master’s in Teaching and a bachelor of arts. He teaches US
history (Grade 8).
Am
Am, 47, is American. His race is white. He has 23 years of social studies teaching experience in
Grade 10, 11, and 12. He teaches Global Studies and US History (Grade 10, 11, 12).
Rayan
Rayan, 50, is American. His race is white. He has 18 years of social studies teaching experience
in Grade 12. He has a master’s in Education, a minor in education, and an undergraduate degree
in History. He teaches Sociology II (Grade 12).
Gerard
Gerard, 45, is American. His race is white. He has 19 years of social studies teaching experience
in Grade 9, 10, 11, and 12. He is certified to teach social studies. He teaches Global History
(Grade 10), African-American History (Grade 12), Government, Law, and Civics (Grade 12),
and Oral History (Grade 9 through 12).
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Basyouni
Basyouni, 38, is American. His race is white. He has 10 years of social studies teaching
experience in social studies in Grade 12. He has a master’s in education and an undergraduate
degree in History. He teaches Economics and Government (Grade 12).
Eric
Eric, 43, is American. His race is white. He has 21 years of social studies teaching experience in
Grade 10, 11, and 12. He has a master’s in History, an undergraduate degree in Secondary
Education (social studies). He teaches World History (Grade 10), Modern European History
Through Film (Grade 11 and 12).
Participant Observations
To gain an understanding of informants’ practices, interactions, and events that take place
within a specific social context, conducting observations is fundamental (Flick, 2014).
Participant observation is a form of observation that is known as observation “from the inside”
(Flick, 2014, p. 294) and is most commonly used in qualitative research (Flick 2014); to be more
precise, it is “the process of learning through exposure to or involvement in the day-to-day or
routine activities of participants in the research setting” (Schensul et al., 1999, p. 91). Practically
speaking, this means that the researcher will go into the field and attempts to engage in the latter
by becoming an active member of it in order to develop insights of the fields’ dynamics in the
sense that he/she will identify relevant processes and practices (i.e., relevant observational
situations) that become the focus of his/her subsequent observations (Flick, 2014). It is
understandable though if the researcher, as participant observer, blends “into the woodwork”
during the early stages of his research until he/she develops an understanding of a research
setting/space (Tayloret al., 2016, p. 9).
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Observing the participants in their day-to-day lives enables the researcher to begin to
understand some aspects of their perspectives. The researcher-observer has the duty of figuring
out “what the participants think is going on, what they do, why they do it and what is ‘normal’
and ‘odd’ for them” instead of rushing to making judgments about the “‘quality’ of the teaching
or the attitudes of pupils” (Delamont, 2012, p. 346). However, informants might not “act” as
naturally as possible in the presence of the researcher; they could exhibit “reactive effects,”
(Taylor et al., 2016, p. 72) a term coined by Webb et al., (1966) to indicate that informants tend
to act in particular ways as the researcher observes and interacts with them (Taylor et al., 2016).
Indeed, particular actions that occur throughout the course of participant observations could
range from authentic to contradictory, thus revealing an incomplete understanding of informants’
perspectives. Also, not all phenomena can be observed while conducting participant observations
in the research field. For instance, biographical processes, comprehensive knowledge processes,
events and practices that rarely occur in situations of observations, and yet form the background
of informants’ observable practices could be captured and reconstructed through the use of
interviews in order to gain a fuller understanding of informants’ perspectives (Flick, 2014).
Observational data included my own observational fieldnotes of one teacher during
instructional time in the 8th and 7th Grade social studies classroom. I conducted extensive
observations of one teacher, Mr. Brook, one to two times on a weekly basis in Grade 8 (Fall of
2016) and Grade 7 (Fall 2017, Spring 2018). These observations resulted in developing an
understanding of Mr. Brook’s classroom culture and dynamics in terms of three significant
categories that I constructed after observing a pattern in how this teacher carried out his teaching
tasks and survived his school year: (1) Classroom management and (2) Pedagogies.
Mr. Brook focuses on classroom management prior to starting and during instruction. The
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moment he closes the classroom’s door, students shut down their noises, drop any activity they
were doing, and get on task by starting to copy whatever the teacher displayed on the
Promethean Board. He always maintains a silent period of 2 to 3 minutes during which he looks
around to verify that the students are in their seats and on task. He greets them and they greet
him back and only then he begins instruction. Not only does Mr. Brook control students’
misbehaviors during class time, he also teaches his students how to be organized. He never
provided pens to students who requested them from him because he wanted to teach these
students to be responsible by getting their own materials to class instead of borrowing them from
their peers and teachers. To help students better understand what it means to come to class
without “utensils,” he uses the following analogy; he tells them “it’s like going out into a car and
not having gas; it’s not my problem if you don’t have a pencil. I’ll give you the knowledge that
you need for the future.” In the following excerpt, Mr. Brook was teaching his students how to
organize their notebooks while simultaneously trying to manage a student who was not listening
to him, but rather looking at the back of the classroom while his peers were attending to the
teacher.
Good afternoon class. Once again, I will ask one more time, is there anyone sitting
behind the first row who want Jason to look at them. (Mr. Brook looks at Jason and tells
him “There is no reason that you look at the back.”). We are going to try to quickly
organize our notebooks. If you have an organized notebook, it will increase your chances
of success. (Mr. Brook shows the students a sample notebook.) Some of you took good
notes last year, some of you did not. Hopefully you will take good notes this year. Skip
the first two pages. Here’s why we leave two blank pages. The first couple pages are the
most vulnerable. So get a compostion notebook, skip two pages and then you have your
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notes sections, then leave 8 pages for quotes. Then you have your vocabulary section.
You can call it power words. Last year, we aimed at increasing your vocabulary words.
How about 15 pages for your power words? And that will bring you to your last section
which is notes. I know it is Tuesday, but we will not be taking notes. I am going to kick
you a hundred times this year when you turn around, Jason. If I call your mother, you are
worrying about pennies and forgetting about the dollars. I will not punish you (students)
if you do not leave your notebooks there on the shelf in the classroom. You do not have
to leave it in the lockers. Jason, I’m gonna send you out if you do not close your mouth.
(Jason was looking at the back of the classroom and mouthing to his peers seated in the
back rows.) Shut your mouth.
Mr. Brook also manages students’ misbehaviors by sending them to the reflection room for 1015 minutes, and sometimes up 50 minutes, before they return to class. According to him, the
reflection room is a space where teachers send their misbehaving students to in order to
discipline them. For instance, when he was teaching Grade 7, he was in charge of monitoring
students who were sent by their 8th grade teachers to his reflection period. In a conversation with
Mr. Brook on the effectiveness of the reflection period on the students, he informed me that
“sending a student to a reflection period will not discipline the misbehaving student as much as it
would discipline his peers who will seriously consider the consequences of their actions before
they misbehave.” I observed Mr. Brook during a reflection period. When students come into the
classroom, they would take a seat and then Mr. Brook would give them a green reflection sheet
on which they have to write down their name then answer some questions at the back of the sheet
on describing their misbehavior and write down their plan to adjust it. I also observed that as
soon as the students completed the task of completing the green sheet and submitting it to Mr.
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Brook, he immediately released them back to their classrooms. I also learned from Mr. Brook
that no one checks those reflection sheets after he collects them from the students. He added that
“the school’s administration is happy with the use of the reflection period because in the past the
students used to be sent out directly to the principal’s office and that has put more work on
behalf of the school administration who had to address students’ misbehaviors.” Only when it is
a “critical issue” with the student who has misbehaved, and this issue goes beyond the capacities
of the teacher who is monitoring the students in the reflection period, the misbehaving student
would go to the principal’s office where he or she gets his or her issue solved.
During my observations in Mr. Brook’s class over time, I noticed that he frequently sends
misbehaving students to the reflection room. For instance, he would tell a student “go to
reflection.” or opens the classroom door, looks at the student, and tilts his head toward the door,
which signals to the student that he/she is being asked to leave the classroom and go to the
reflection room. Some students came back after 10 and 15 minutes from the reflection room, but
some other students lost the whole class period and came back to class when it was over. In fact,
students’ learning was interrupted for the sake of redressing these youngsters through reflective
practice in a space that disconnected them from their ongoing classroom routines and activities
and deprived them from learning alongside their peers. While this problematic practice is beyond
the scope of this study and could be a promising area for future research, I shift my focus to the
foreign-born students whom I observed in Mr. Brook’s classroom. These foreign-born students
were self-disciplined, polite, and on task most of the time during class. They were never sent by
Mr. Brook to the reflection room. I contend, however, that the learning of some of these students
was interrupted in other ways: (1) when students did not receive ESL support in the classroom on
a timely, consistent, and customized basis, (2) when students left class during instructional time
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to hold parental responsibilities at home, (3) when students were not cold called to get a chance
to read a passage out loud, (4) when the teacher was hesitantly aware of/not aware of students’
nationalities, (5) when the content that was engaged in the classroom did not relate to and/or
represent students’ home cultures and narratives. For instance, in Grade 7, Mr. Brook set up a
documentary entitled “History Brief: The French and Indian War,” but he did not engage
students in documentaries that address wars that have taken place in their countries of origin, or
even encouraged immigrant students to reflect on the French and Indian war from the perspective
of an individual who survived episodes of war in the countries that they fled from.
Mr. Brook employed a variety of pedagogies to teach his students. He employed lectures
coupled with discussions, story-telling, reflective learning, and cooperative learning to complete
document-based activities. He emphasizes read-alouds and note-taking and relies on his sense of
humour (e.g., telling jokes, riddles, and face-gesturing) to engage students in learning. He
circulates in the classroom to monitor students as they work in their groups and creates a positive
and warm classroom climate by playing sound effects, such as soft music from his desktop. He
sometimes sings as he distributes the worksheets to the students. On Mondays, in Grade 8, he
usually starts his classroom with a weekly quote that he displays on the Promethean Board and
engages students through writing it into their copybooks, reading it out loud and reflecting on it.
This 5 to10 minute opening activity is a staple of Mr. Brook’s teaching because it enables him to
discipline his students through engaging them in reflecting on their behaviors. For instance, in
Grade 7, Mr. Brook and his students engaged the following quote that he displayed on the
Promethean as such:
“We have not passed that subtle line between childhood and adulthood until we have
stopped saying it got lost, and say I lost it, say Sidney J. Harris.”

100

Moreover, Mr. Brook starts classes with activities that build students’ vocabulary words to
engage them in reflecting on their behaviors. For example, in Grade 7, Mr. Brook cold called a
student to read aloud the sentence that he displayed on the Promethean: “Fortitude: Mental or
emotional strength that allows one to overcome difficulties.” Then he discussed with the students
what the terms “fortitude” and “habitual” mean and then shifted to seeking examples from them
on “non-student behaviors.” He added to their examples, and told them that these behaviors are
“habitual” and stated “to break them [non-student behaviors] requires fortitude and it ain’t easy.”
This discussion took around 15 minutes of class time before Mr. Brook transitioned to another
activity that involved the students in completing, individually or in groups, a pending section of a
worksheet on the 10 Amendments and then reporting their responses in a teacher-led discussion.
The following is an example of the content of the slide that Mr. Brook displayed on the
Promethean when he began class. The students copied this slide into the vocab section of their
copybooks before Mr. Brook started the discussion. Later on, during the discussion, Mr. Brook
asks “who will translate today’s sentence? (second sentence on the slide). Translation for the
nation […] and your participation!” When he figured out that no student raised his/her hand to
translate the sentence, he cold called a student “Andrew, save us!” “Translation” is a core
component in Mr. Brook’s classroom activities as it provides him access to students’ thought
processes. He constantly commanded the students to “translate” what he made them read from a
slide. In Mr. Brook’s language, to “translate” a sentence meant to explain it in one’s own words.
Fortitude: Mental or emotional strength that allows one to overcome difficulties
Students must develop immense fortitude in order to emancipate themselves from
habitual non-student behaviors.
I adopted a “passive” type of participant observations (Spradley, 1980, p. 59). This means
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that I was “present at the scene of action” but did not “participate or interact with other people to
any great extent” (Spradley, 1980, p. 59). I used four main observation spots from which I
observed and took notes. I observed from the teacher’s large computer desk (not the small
computer desk from which he displays his slides on the promethean board), and from three
different student desks: either from the last student desk in the first row next to the teacher’s
desk, or from the last two student desks in the second row next to the first row by the teacher’s
desk. When the students were completing group work, I either observed them from the spots I
previously mentioned or, on some occasions, from their group work stations. I did not sit with
them as they were working in groups, but I stood next to their group work stations to observe
what they were doing. I then got back to my main observation spot to continue observing the
teacher before and after group work is over. The observation spots were altered when a particular
observation spot was occupied either by the teacher or the student(s). Before class, during
individual and group work in class, and after class, some students approached me to learn about
my identity. I answered those students’ questions. For instance, in Grade 7, an African American
student, Anisa, looked at me as she entered the classroom, and as she reached the middle of the
classroom, she asked me “Are you a substitute?” I smiled and replied, “No, I’m a visitor.” It was
my first observation session in her class. She nodded and took a seat. Loulwa, a 7th grade Syrian
and veiled refugee student, whom I was sitting behind her desk most of the time during
observations, asked me, after class, questions such “what are you doing?”, “what are you
studying?”, and “which country are you from?” I told her that I am a student in the School of
Education and Syracuse University and added that I am working on a project in education, and I
am here in Mr. Brook’s classroom to learn about what students do and work on in class. When I
informed Loulwa that I am from Lebanon, she immediately asked me “So you speak Arabic?” I
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told her, in Arabic, that I do, and smiled. She smiled back at me and wanted to tell me more
about what brought her from Syria to Syracuse. She also wanted to tell me about the presentation
on Syrian refugees that she gave last week at her school. Loulwa was more proficient in English
than her male Iraqi counterparts who did not speak the language well, and did not approach me
with questions about my presence in their classroom, although they were seated in the rows
Loulwa and I were in. However, I constantly held the role of a “spectator” (Spradley, 1980, p.
59) and never intervened in teacher’s classroom routines and teaching practices. On limited
occasions though, I helped out the teacher, upon his request, with passing worksheets/handouts
to the students. I listened to the teacher’s thoughts and concerns before and after class and
engaged in small talks with him before and after class. Before and after class, Mr. Brook and I
engaged in small talks about when I could come to his class next week or matters that I observed
in the classroom but sought elaboration on. For instance, I engaged with him in small talks
around questions that I posed such “Which day I could come to your class next week?” and
“Who’s the teacher who was on your desk yesterday when I entered the classroom around 9:15
am? What was she doing?” and “Did Muhja and Kinan (refugee students) pass Grade 8 last
year?” During class time, Mr. Brook and I rarely chatted. During class time, for instance, Mr.
Brook approached me to share thoughts such as “I want to get a sanitizer.” (from his desk, next
to which I was seated), “Una Packeta!!” as he was handing to me students’ activity worksheets,
and “Next week is only two days of school, then after the week of Thanksgiving is half week!”
and “31 days to go!” On these occasions, I engaged with Mr. Brook by replying “Thank you!” as
I was receiving the packet of worksheets. I also nodded whenever he seemed counting the
number of days until the school year ends and he gets retired. On some other occasions during
class time, students followed up on what Mr. Brook told me. Saro, for instance, engaged with
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Mr. Brook and asked him “What is this for?” after he heard him telling me “I want to get a
sanitizer.” Mr. Brook, humorously, responded “It is an adulticide!” I took this “spectator” stance
most of time because my goal was to understand what and how the teacher was teaching and
interacting with immigrant students in the classroom. Some immigrant students raised their
hands to require my assistance with answering questions on tasks that Mr. Brook assigned. I did
not provide the assistance that these students sought and never scaffolded them. Instead, I either
directed them to posing their question(s) to Mr. Brook or I approached Mr. Brook myself and
told him that one of his students has a question. During class, I listened to the teacher’s thoughts
and concerns and engaged in small talks, but those were initiated by the teacher, and limited.
Most of the times, I was occupied with taking field notes in class and he was occupied with
teaching and rotating in class to monitor group work. I also circulated in class, on some
occasions, to get an idea about how immigrant students and their native counterparts work in
groups.
I coordinated with Mr. Brook each classroom visit either via email and/or phone texting.
The duration of each observation session ranged between 45 and 50 minutes. I used an audiorecorder during each observation session to capture accurately teacher’s talk on citizenship and
civic education in the classroom. The use of an audio-recorder during each observation session
was granted by the observed teacher. I reconstructed my observational fieldnotes after each
observation session by listening to the audio-recorded data.
I observed this teacher because he (1) was a seasoned social studies teacher, (2) was the
doctoral advisor’s colleague, (3) had immigrant students in his classooom, (4) seemed to
incorporate citizenship and civic education components into his teaching practices, and (5)
approved to host me in his classroom to conduct my observations.
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By conducting participant observations of at least one secondary social studies teacher,
regularly, I collected richer data that informed my interview questions. For instance, the
interview protocol for the pilot study included the following question: “Describe for me how you
make sense of your students who come from the Middle East.” I modified this question in my
second interview protocol to the following question: “Describe for me how you make sense of
immigrant students.” I made this modification because the three teachers engaged in talking
about immigrant students during the interviews and did not emphasize the geographical region(s)
that some immigrant students are from. Also, the classroom observations of one teacher revealed
that students from countries other than the Middle East outweighed those who were from the
Middle East, and the teacher, during classroom observations, focused on teaching the same
content to immigrant students from the Middle East and to students from region(s) other than the
Middle East.
I observed one social studies teacher because he was an experienced teacher and I wanted
to identify and determine a pattern in his teaching and interactions with immigrant students over
time. Moreover, I observed this teacher to see whether the thoughts that he expressed in his
interview matched his actions in the classroom over time. Therefore, providing a point of
comparison across observations of the 8 secondary social studies teachers is beyond the scope of
this study. However, my observations in Mr. Brook’s class enabled me to look for and construct
potential themes as I was analyzing the interviews.
Data Analysis
I used symbolic interaction as a methodological theory and the constant comparative
approach of grounded theory which has its roots in symbolic interaction. I used the constant
comparative approach for data analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Miles
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et al., 2014; Strauss & Corbin, 1998), an ongoing mode of data analysis that I applied in parallel
as I collected the observational and interview-based data. I chose this analytical strategy because
I wanted to compare and contrast my participants’ descriptions in order to construct themes that I
would then write about. I first read, reread, and coded the interview data manually and
inductively in search of teachers' perspectives on teaching citizenship and civics in relation to
immigrant students. I began with coding the data lineary following Bogdan and Biklen's (2007)
linear coding methods. This means that I coded the data tentatively line-by line without
purposefully incorporating theory. I developed a set of preliminary codes and familiarized
myself with the content of each transcript. Some of the codes that I created were Teachers’
Pedagogies in Social Studies (TPSS) and Teachers’ Perceptions of Citizenship Education
(TPCE). I chose these codes because I had data that represent them. For example, 17 sub-codes
were associated with the code TPSS; among these 17 sub-codes are the sub-code Do It Now
(DIN), Modeling (M), Cooperative Learning (CL), Reflection (R), and Project-Based Learning
(PBL). I eliminated the subcodes (DIN) and (M) when I realized that only one teacher spoke
about them and retained the sub-codes (CL), (R), and (PBL) because more than three teachers
spoke about them. Then, I categorized these sub-codes in that I grouped them under a category
that I created and called Inquiry-Based Learning because these sub-codes provided examples of
teachers’ practices that engage students in Inquiry-Based Instruction. Moreover, under the code
(TPSS), I merged data from the sub-code Storytelling (S) with data from the sub-code
Entertainment (E) because teachers spoke repetitively about story-telling as entertaining
instruction. Hence, I categorized the sub-code Story-telling under a category that I created and
called Entertaining Instruction because this sub-code provided examples of teachers’ storytelling practices that engage students in entertaining instruction. I also merged data from the sub-
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code Lectures (L) with data from the sub-code Direct Instruction (DI) because teachers spoke
frequently about lecturing as direct instruction. Therefore, I categorized the sub-code Lectures
(and renamed it Lecturing) under a category that I created and called Direct Instruction because
this sub-code provided examples of teachers’ lecturing practices as a mode of direct instruction.
Therefore, I reduced the 17 sub-codes that I had when I initially coded the interview data to five
which are Lectures, Story-telling, Reflective Learning, Cooperative Learning, and Project-Based
Learning. They were reduced to five because I eliminated some sub-codes that I conceived
unnecessary, kept others and grouped them under a category that I created, merged some and
created a category that represents them. Hence, the sub-codes that I retained became subcategories of three categories that I created. These three categories were thematically related, and
I, therefore, had to construct a theme that represent this thematic relationship. Since these
categories reflected the different strategies teachers use to teach social studies, I constructed the
theme Pedagogies Related to Social Studies which I wrote about in Chapter 4.
I used the qualitative research software NVivo as a data management tool (Edlhund,
2011; Edlhund & McDougall, 2016). I uploaded the interview transcripts into the software, and
then electronically coded and aggregated the data using the software’s relevant features.
However, I relied on my own interpretive skills as I coded the data in the initial coding process
and additional re-coding process that followed. The re-coding process resulted in data that I
eliminated, data that I retained, merged and re-organized by sub-categories, besides the creation
of categories that represent the latter. I constructed a theme for the categories that I conceived
thematically related and will help me address the study’s research questions. This software
enabled me to visualize how the nodes/codes and sub-nodes/sub-codes are organized, determine
the count of references that are associated with an aggregated node and sub-nodes, retrieve data
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excerpts stored under these nodes and sub-nodes. Then, I developed an Excel sheet within which
I laid out the study’s themes, categories, and sub-categories, and participants. Then, and I
exported excerpts stored in NVivo and incorporated them into the Excel sheet under the
corresponding themes, categories, sub-categories, and participant’s name. Also, organizing the
presentation of themes and mapping out their corresponding data using Excel facilitated the
development of an outline from which I wrote my analysis of the data.
The initial coding and re-coding processes were coupled with writing memos in different
forms. I used these memos as ongoing analytical tools which helped in shaping the categories I
constructed. As I was coding and re-coding the data, I wrote some memos about how the
categories I was constructing are tied to the literature and particularly to the theoretical
frameworks that I employed for this study. For instance, I constructed the category Immigrant
Students Learn About the Melting Pot Versus the Salad Bowl after I noticed that some teachers
instruct students on immigration through the melting pot and salad bowl metaphors. I tied this
category to the first principle in Gibson’s Additive Acculturation Framework to understand
whether these teachers were embracing a philosophy of additive acculturation. I wrote a memo
that helped me to establish this understanding.
Three teachers, Eric, Basyouni, and Mr. Brook, talked about the melting pot and the salad
bowl metaphors as they were teaching their students that America is a nation of
immigrant. Eric seems to acculturate his immigrant students because he tells them that in
America “we all come together… and mix together and brought our cultures together,”
but he holds a misconception on what these metaphors mean. Mr. Brook is reluctant of
the meanings that he advanced for these two metaphors, and he seems to promote
subtractive acculturation especially when he tells his immigrant students to shut part of
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themselves out in order to assimilate some aspects of the host culture. Basyouni
understands what these metaphors mean and he seems to promote additive acculturation
because he explains to his students that in a “melting pot, we’re all melting together”
which “kind of promotes assimilation.” but in a mixed salad “immigrants still kind of
hold on to their identity, but still are a part of this American salad.” These teachers’
thoughts on assimilation and acculturation relate to Principle 1 in Gibson’s Additive
Acculturation Framework. Basyouni and Eric seem to embrace a philosophy of additive
acculturation. Mr. Brook seems to embrace a philosophy of subtractive acculturation.
I also used memos in the form of methodological notes in order to inform the collection
of the semi-structured interview data. For instance, after I conducted the interview with Nadia
and began coding the data, I wrote a methodological memo to myself in which I noted that I
should not use absolute terms such as “Absolutely” in response to interviewees’ thoughts. I
wrote in the memo that this might limit the array of alternative responses interviewees might
provide and/or might indicate to them that I confirm and/or disconfirm their thoughts, thus be
encouraging them to provide biased responses.
During my interview with Nadia, there was a moment in the interview when she was
talking about how she teaches history. When she described history classes as “boring”
and “dry,” I uttered “Absolutely!” I should probably not use absolutes as I interview
participants in the future because the use of absolutes may limit the range of possible
thoughts participants might want to share with me and could lead them to provide biased
responses for the sake of aligning with the affirmative action or stance that I expressed
through uttering “absolutely!”
After analyzing my data, I constructed the following themes which I wrote about in the
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fourth chapter of my dissertation. (1) Unpacking Civic Education and Citizenship Education; (2)
Social Studies Pedagogies; (3) Citizenship Education Pedagogies; (4) Citizenship Education
Pedagogies for Immigrant Students; (5) Citizenship Education Teachers: Acculturists or
Assimilationists?; and (6) The Myth of American Exceptionalism.
I was aware of some ethical considerations prior to collecting the data. I list some of the
problems that I anticipated while using the aforementioned data collection methods in the field,
and I describe how I contained these problems.
Ethical Considerations
This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office at Syracuse
University and the Office of Shared Accountability (OSA) of the urban school district where
observations of the 8th and 7th Grade social studies teacher were conducted. I collected the
consent forms signed by each participant.
Participants’ cooperation with the research depends largely on researcher’s behavior
(Taylor et al., 2016). I prioritized “getting to know the setting and people” over focusing on the
collection of data, especially during the early phases of research (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 55). As a
participant observer, I hoped to establish rapport with informants upon entering the field (Yin,
2011). It is the rapport, an ongoing socio-interactive activity throughout field research, with the
informants that makes research participants willing to cooperate with the research (Taylor et al.,
2016). Given that researchers should never take rapport with informants for granted, I employed
some of the guidelines that Taylor et al. (2016) offered for establishing rapport and breaking the
ice with participants, and gaining their trust: (1) I paid homage to informants’ routines; this
means that I did not intervene in how informants carried out their classroom routines; (2) I
established what I have in common with informants; I highlighted, engaged, and celebrated those
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commonalities; (3) I helped the teacher out; I reciprocated the teacher by helping with passing
activity sheets around to students; however, I guarded “against being exploited by informants” in
the sense that I drew the line with informants who tried to subject me to a mode of “active
participation” (p. 63) that gets in the way of my research (p. 64) and interferes with my ability to
collect data; I realize that there is no harm in actively participating especially when the
participants engaged me in answering concerns, having questions answered (4) I was humble
because informants respond best to researchers who are “down to earth and not a know-it-all” (p.
61); in some situations, I pretended naiveté because acting too knowledgeable would have most
likely threatened informants, and inhibited their willingness to express their feelings, share their
beliefs and private experiences/stories/issues; (5) I (inter)acted with the informants or appeared
to be interested in what they disclosed and how they behaved even if their disclosures and
behaviors seemed trivial and carried no relevance to the focus of my research; I, concurrently,
assessed how to respond (Taylor et al., 2016). For instance, if an informant had a tendency to
monopolize the conversation during my interview with him/her, I employed less-threatening
interviewing tactics (e.g., relevant probes) to channel the conversation with him/her to get
him/her to focus on key points that I wanted him/her to address in order to elicit “usable data”
(Easterday et al., 1977) and fill out a “descriptive picture” of his/her lived experiences
(deMarrais, 2004; Patton, 2002). I used relevant probes (i.e., detail-oriented probes, elaboration
probes, clarification probes, and contrast probes) which are follow-up questions that a researcher
poses during an interview in order to “go deeper into the interviewee’s responses” (Patton, 2002,
p. 372). Some probes included the participants’ own words (e.g., “What was like for you?”)
(deMarrais, 2004, p. 58).
Over-rapport or overidentifying with participants could yield potential problems that field
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researchers should not overlook (Taylor et al., 2016). Establishing personal relationship and
exhibiting ideological allegiances with informants could prevent the researcher from subjecting
participants’ perspectives to critical inquiry (Taylor et al., 2016). I established a balanced rapport
with informants in order to be able to apply a critical lens that assists me in telling and
documenting their perspectives and stories along with their social implications.
My presence (in the field) could make the participants self-conscious. For this reason, my
presence in the field has to be unobtrusive (Taylor et al., 2016) in the sense that the researcher’
obtrusiveness in the scene has to be minimal (Taylor et al., 2016). In other words, informants
should reach a stage where they have to take for granted the researcher’s presence; for example,
as I entered the field, I thought about where I should sit in the classroom without being in the
way, or when I should or should not walk around in the classroom, or when I should or should
not talk to the teacher while he is in the classroom.
Also, I might find themselves in the midst of a “power struggle over their presence in the
field” (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 55). In order to minimize the likelihood of having some informants
resenting my presence in the field, it is fundamental that I communicate to all individuals in the
research setting aspects that relate to who they are, even though after they had gained the
gatekeeper’s consent to the study (Taylor et al., 2016). In other words, I had to explain and
negotiate my role in the field by debriefing the participants about this study and orally providing
a short biography of myself.
For the protection of human subjects, ethical research requires that researchers maintain
confidentiality and provides anonymity of information collected from research participants. I
assured the participants that their confidentiality would not be violated or breached. I informed
them that I would not report their disclosures to others, except the doctoral dissertation advisor
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who may require access to the data to help guide the study, because I am ethically bound to
uphold the confidentiality of the research in order to protect their privacy (Taylor et al., 2006). I
utilized proper consent procedures. This means that I followed proper consent procedures: I
developed a consent form, administered it to each interviewer prior to conducting the interview,
and asked each informant to sign the form. Moreover, the anonymity of the informants and the
setting(s) were also guaranteed (Taylor et al., 2016). I informed the participants that the study
does not link their individual responses with their personal identities or schools settings. I
informed them that I will use pseudonyms to refer to their names and school settings. I did not
compensate the informants for the time that they devoted to sit for the interviews although a
statement on incentivizing participants was stated in the consent form that was approved by the
IRB. It seems that offering incentives to participants could have led the participants to become
confused about their own ethical commitment to this study and the ethical orientation of the
study itself. According to Patton (2002), “if we are doing something that professionals feel is
important and we are doing it in a professional manner, then they will participate” (p. 413-414).
Also, it was clearly stated in the consent form that participants could withdraw from this study at
any time (Saldaña, 2015).
Not only the racial, ethnic, and gender identities of a participant observer can influence
his/her access to settings (Taylor et al., 2016), but also other features of a researcher’s personal
identity(ies) such as his/her physical appearance, language backgrounds and competence,
academic competence, professional and religious backgrounds, age, sexual orientations and
political affiliations might play a key role in limiting the researcher’s access to settings and data.
For instance, Easterday et al. (1977) noted that older male informants often exhibit paternalistic
behaviors vis à vis young women or female researchers; they try to limit and control the research
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by channeling conversations with female researchers in ways that serve their (i.e., male
informants) personal interests and pursuits. Establishing some level of rapport with participants
in spite of their racial and ethnic backgrounds, gender and age group differences, political
affiliations (Taylor et al., 2016) and sexual orientations was my ultimate goal, in this study, in
order to gain access to more settings and a wider array of participants.
However, I envisioned that I might confront problems with some informants who will
most likely attempt to limit and control my research (e.g., access to data) namely because I am a
young multilingual white woman who has Arabian/Middle Eastern facial features and a
nonnative English accent, an emerging female scholar and researcher who has some credentials,
and an individual who lived in a non-Western culture, the Middle East, a socio-cultural medium
that some informants might not be familiar with while others could be threatened by. Moreover,
it is highly likely that some informants will resent some features of my personal identity(ies), and
will resist my presence in the field in the sense that they will approach my personal features (e.g.,
credentials, socio-cultural background, etc.) and presence in the field as threats to their presence
in the field (Taylor et al., 2016), thus choosing to remain guarded in my presence. I tried to be
cognizant and in control of some “elements of human drama” such as jealousy, racial tension,
and hostility that could occur in the field, in order not to weaken my rapport with informants
(Taylor et al., 2016, p. 67). Woody, who taught at the school where I did my observations,
frowned and avoided interacting with me whenever we bumped into one another on the
stairways, in the teacher’s lounge, the students’ lunchroom/school cafeteria. I created
opportunities for Woody to help him change his mind and accept my presence at the school. For
example, I greeted him whenever I saw him, but I did not push him to interact with me. Taylor et
al. (2016) stated “even if you cannot win their acceptance, you might avoid making them your
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enemies and allowing them to turn others against you” (p. 68). Based on Taylor et al.’s claim, I
tried to make allies with some research informants in spite of their unwillingness to accept my
presence in the field.
Because I spent a significant amount of time (18 months) observing one key informant
(i.e., 8th and 7th Grade social studies teacher) in his day-to-day professional life in the classroom
and the school, it was highly likely to develop strong feelings and attachments toward one
another. The interpersonal and emotional dynamics that arise as a result of spending a significant
amount of time with informants in their day-to-day lives need not only to be recognized and
managed while in the field, but also documented and drawn upon in the researcher’s data
analysis (Taylor et al., 2016). Therefore, I recognized and managed my emotions toward my key
informant while completing participant observations in his class; in order to describe my
informants’ words from his own frames of reference, I monitored, documented, and drew upon
my subjectivity toward them (Peshkin, 1988).
Some informants approached me with questions and concerns about the particular focus
of my study (e.g., “What are you trying to look at exactly?”) (personal communication,
September 2016). They may want to know about my research questions (e.g., “What are your
research questions?”) and my future life goals (e.g., “Are you trying to become a professor?”)
(personal communication, February 2016) because they want to ensure that they are not dealing
with some kind of a spy who poses a threat on their professional wellbeing. It would be unwise,
if not problematic, to tell informants about the specific focus of my study, and to make them
aware of my study’s research questions. Doing so would have most likely increased their selfconsciousness and perceived threat. This means that informants are usually predisposed to hide
things (i.e., words they say or acts they do) from the researcher(s) or stage/fabricate events for
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the researcher’s benefit (Taylor et al, 2016). However, whenever I met an informant for an
interview, I explicitly stated or reminded him/her about the purpose and the direction of the
interview so he/she knows the direction in which the interview is to go (Spradley, 1979). Also, I
offered “ethnographic explanations” to informants throughout the interviews that I conducted
with them (Spradley, 1979, p. 59). For example, using words that the informants could
understand, I provided general statements about what the project is about (Spradley, 1979); I
provided informants with “native language explanations” in order to encourage them to talk to
me in the same way they would talk to others “in their cultural scenes” (Spradley, 1979, p. 59).
Learning how informants use verbal and nonverbal language in a setting is fundamental;
it provides clues about their assumptions and definitions of their worlds, thus channeling the
research’s line of inquiry and questioning tactics (Taylor et al., 2016). As a participant observer
who also lived in a non-Western culture, the Middle East, I came across new words, symbols,
and nonverbal behaviors that I was not familiar with. The words, symbols, and nonverbal cues
used in the worlds of my informants may have different meanings or connotations in my world.
To avoid imputing meanings that subjects did not intend (Taylor et al., 2016), I explored the
meanings and significance of informants’ words, symbols, and nonverbal cues in the context in
which they were used, and “after an extended period of time” (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 77).
Given that the 8th and 7th Grade social studies teacher’s classroom that I observed
included between 20 and 25 students, I was not able to focus my observations on all students, all
interactions, or activities occurring at one time (Spradley, 1980; Taylor et al., 2016). As I entered
the classroom, I shifted focus “from a wide-angle to a narrow-angle lens” (Spradley, 1980;
Taylor et al., 2016, p. 80). To illustrate, as I entered the classroom, I applied a wide-angle lens to
observe, for a few minutes, the various activities occurring in the classroom; I then shifted the
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focus of my observation to a single activity, a specific student, teacher-student interaction, or
corner in the classroom while mentally blocking out everything else. Concentrating on particular
episodes or activities once at a time during participant observations enables the researcher to
“reconstruct specific scenes and events” (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 80). Over time, he/she will form
a fairly complete picture of observed social settings and their corresponding dynamics. In the
next section, I indicate the problems that I anticipated while engaging in interviews and describe
how I contained these problems.
To enhance the trustworthiness of the study’s findings, I did the following: I revealed
my biases and assumptions, experiences and expectations in the positionality statement. Also, I
conducted in-depth interviews with participants and probed them frequently. Moreover, I
conducted extensive observations of one social studies teacher in the field in order to identify
patterns in teacher’s practices from which I could refine some interview questions that I posed to
subsequent participants; moreover, I described the sources of my data and how I conducted my
analysis. I also wrote memos as I was coding the interview data and this helped in consolidating
the codes and constructing the categories. Also, I debriefed with Dr. Mangram on my coding and
data analysis in order to reduce potential biases that could interfere within these analytical and
interpretive processes; I provided the codebook and the Excel sheet that has the coded data from
the interviews, and our debriefs were based on these. I also focused on negative cases in which
the participants’ perspectives did not align with the perspectives of the majority of the
participants (Connelly, 2016; Shenton, 2004).
Problems in the Field
Many informants might hold the assumption that findings from interviews will be utilized
to their disadvantage (Taylor et al., 2016). Others might wonder about what I hope to get out of
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my project. I did not communicate with informants my precise research interests since they
might not grasp them; however, I communicated to informants my educational and academic
goals. I also informed them that findings from my study will be most likely published in a
doctoral dissertation, and probably in journal articles.
During in-depth interviews, some informants spent a good deal of time talking about
things in which I had no or less interest. However, I forced myself not to interrupt them because
doing so reveals to informants my lack on interest in the substance of their talk and (poor
listening skills), and could, therefore, cause them to shut down; instead, I expressed interest in
their thoughts (Spradley, 1979); I was patient (Taylor et al., 2016) and tried to get them back on
track by using verbal expressions (Spradley, 1979, p. 64) and subtle gestures (Taylor et al.,
2016); for instance, I refrained from nodding my head or taking notes (Patton, 2002). Also, I
gently shifted the subject of the conversation during an interview’s short break or long pauses by
asking, for example, “I’d like to go back to something you said the other day” (Taylor et al.,
2016, p. 116).
Zoning out while conducting participant observations and in-depth interviews occurred
occasionally and minimally. Frequent moments of inattention during an interview could ruin a
researcher’s rapport with his/her informants (Taylor et al., 2016). Thus, I tried to stay focused
during extended interviews and know when and how to probe in order to lead “the subject
toward certain themes, but not to certain opinions about these themes” (Kvale, 1996, p. 34). In
other words, I tried to be “present” in the interview in the sense that I tried to actively listen to
the interviewees and provide them with additional wait time, if need be, to elaborate on a specific
point (deMarrais, 2004).
During an interview (and most likely participant observation), I exhibit a “deliberate
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naivete” a term coined by Kvale (1996, p. 21). This means that I will adopt a sensitive attitude
toward informants by knowing when and how to probe, avoiding talks about “open wounds,”
being sympathetic and friendly, and being attuned to how my words and gestures (e.g., smiles,
nods) affect informants (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 117). For instance, I actively listened to
informants more than talk, recognized potential themes when they mention them (Taylor,
Bogdan, & DeVault, 2016), offered “supportive encouraging nods, smiles, and verbal
expressions” (deMarrais, 2004, p. 64) and probed in order to develop detailed descriptions of
their experiences (Taylor et al., 2016). Taylor et al., (2016) state “what the other person means
may be very different from what you think he or she means” (p. 124). Asking informants to
elaborate on and explain what they mean indicates that the researcher is trying to make explicit
what he/she and the informants “may know but take for granted and are ordinarily unable to
articulate” (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 124). Probing informants is a central interviewing skill that
researchers are encouraged to master and execute with some level of sensitivity since some
words and expressions that informants employ could carry different and/or nuanced cultural and
context-based connotations that are worth to explore in depth.
It is possible that tensions may arise between the researcher and his/her informants who
may feel that the interviews are becoming imposed on their lives, and therefore become reluctant
to address the researcher’s questions. While this tension could weaken the rapport with the
study’s informants, I was sensitive to my informants’ “low spots and feelings” (Taylor et al.,
2016, p. 125) by giving them an opportunity to express their concerns, or by giving them and my
own self a break from interviewing. For instance, when I reached the school to interview
Basyouni, he asked me prior to starting the interview if I could complete it within 30 minutes
because he needs to prepare for his next class. I reminded him that the duration of the interview
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could be between 60 and 90 minutes depending on the flow of our conversation. I added that I do
not think I could complete the interview in 30 minutes. Then, he suggested that I come to the
school one or two more times, upon my need, to complete the interview, and reiterated that he
could only be interviewed for 30 minutes each time. Accordingly, I conducted the interview with
Basyouni on three different dates. On the third date, he informed me, after I completed the
interview, that he had a headache because he was fasting for Ramadan. I wished him “Happy
Ramadan!” when I knew about his fasting. Then he asked me “Are you fasting? I just want to
greet you back!” He also wished me the best on my dissertation and mentioned that he enjoyed
sharing his thoughts in those interviews.
I audio-recorded data through an audio-recording application on my smartphone to
capture informants’ words and voice tone. The consent form that I administered to informants
prior to conducting the interviews included “recording explanations” (Spradley, 1979, p. 59); the
consent form asked interviewers to designate, on the form, if recording their interviews make
them ill at ease, and whether they prefer to sit for interviews that are not recorded. All interviews
were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. I took handwritten notes during audio-recorded
interviews and transcribed audio-recorded interview data immediately after each interview.
Handwritten notes consisted of descriptions of the physical setting in which the interview was
conducted, informants’ physical appearance and nonverbal language, relevant probes, and key
words stated by informants during the interview, and which I used to formulate some relevant
probes.
I developed and used an interview guide/protocol in order to guide the interview and
maintain the flow of the conversation (Patton, 2002). Because audio-recording devices (e.g.,
smartphones) makes informants self-conscious and can encourage them to alter what they say
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(Taylor et al., 2016), I minimized the smartphone’s (i.e., used as a recording device) presence by
placing the device “in an inconspicuous place or out of sight” (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 130) while
ensuring that it still picks up informants’ voices without asking them to raise their voice or speak
directly into it. Next, I reveal my positionality in relation to this study.
Positionality Statement
Qualitative researchers need to realize that the audience (e.g., readers) of their qualitative
research have the right to be informed about (1) the reasons that prompted the researcher’s
interest in investigating target research topics, (2) the audience to whom the qualitative
researcher is reporting, and (3) the qualitative researcher’s stance in relation to what he/she
hopes to gain from his/her study (Wolcott, 2010). In alignment with Wolcott’s argument,
Creswell (2013) explained the notion of researcher’s positionality and claimed that qualitative
researchers should “position themselves” in the qualitative research study that they plan to
conduct (Creswell, 2013, p. 47). Claiming positionality in one’s qualitative research study
requires that the researcher articulates, in his/her study (e.g. in some place within the narrative
text of the study), his/her background (e.g., professional experiences, cultural background and
experiences, historical background), how the latter is likely to inform his/her interpretation of
research data, and what the researcher intends to gain from his/her study (Creswell, 2013). In
their positionality statement, qualitative researchers reveal relevant aspects of self; those personal
aspects include some of his/her biases and assumptions, experiences and expectations that
suggest to research consumers whether the researcher has the potential that qualifies him/her to
conduct his/her research (Greenbank, 2003). Creswell and Guetterman (2019) notes that
qualitative researchers are expected to disclose their position in relation to their study in order to
maximize its validity. Given that qualitative methodologists (Creswell, 2008; Glesne, 2006)
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support the role of the qualitative researcher as the primary instrument for collecting data, it is
recommended that the qualitative researcher states his/her position in relation to his/her study.
Next, I declare my three “positionings” with respect to this study: (1) fixed, (2)
subjective, and (3) textual (Goodall, 2000, p. 132). Researchers are encouraged to reveal their
positionings vis à vis the research topic and research participants in order to make his/her
audience understand the influences that shaped who they are, what they “think about, value, and
are prone to believe and do” (Goodall, 2000, p. 132). Consumers of research need to understand
the driving forces that shape and have shaped researchers’ identity(ies), ideologies, values,
beliefs, and decision-making processes in relation to the research topic and participants.
First, “fixed positions” are conceived as personal facts (e.g., age, gender, class, race,
nationality) that impact how a researcher approaches his/her research study, including how
he/she analyzes his/her data. According to Goodall (2000), a researcher’s demographic features
remain fairly unchanged during the course of a study, and should often be examined and
articulated by the researcher. I am a 38-year-old white Arab woman. I was born and raised in
Lebanon in the Middle East where I lived most of my life. Lebanon is a small developing nation
that is located on the Eastern shore of the Mediterranean Sea and is bordered by Syria on the
North and East, and by Israël/Palestine on the South. Given its total area of 4,014 square miles,
Lebanon is approximately two-thirds the size of the U.S. state of Connecticut (4,845 square
miles) and its current population is estimated to be to be 6,786,732 people (Worldometer, 2022).
I grew up in Beirut, the capital of Lebanon, and was raised up by a working class Beiruti family
who did not experience immigration, and had limited/minimal travel exposure beyond the
borders of some Middle Eastern countries. When I asked my family about their decision to
remain in Lebanon during episodes of political instability/unrest in the 70s and the 80s, they
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informed me that leaving one’s homeland to resettle overseas could have posed on them
challenges of multiple forms. I never probed them to understand what they meant by
“challenges” or, in other words, what the challenges that they envisioned were. I never
questioned the social implications of those challenges that they considered back then; I was too
young to pose big questions that required critical thinking, a mode of high-order thinking which I
was not trained to engage at the all-female private French Catholic school where I completed my
high school education, and excelled. Notably, immigration through the lens of my family seemed
a cumbersome phenomenon back then. What bothered me the most while I was growing up in
Lebanon is that the reasons for my family’s resistance to immigration, back then, were not
explicitly disclosed to me. I had to socially construct them and put that puzzle together based on
my social interactions with family members over many years. A major social construction that I
drew relate to the notion of failing to maintain one’s cultural heritage in the host country due to
assimilationist forces. I do not blame my family, back then, for conceptualizing immigration
within a mere discourse of assimilation. Overall, they held an argument that made sense to me. I,
back then, did not have at my disposal other discourses in order to position immigration within a
discourse of additive acculturation and accommodation that recognizes immigrants’ cultural and
linguistic background, and calls for its preservation. Hence, as an individual who traveled, lived,
and worked abroad for many years not only within but also beyond the Middle East, I developed
interest in studying how middle and high school students, namely foreign-born immigrants from
war-torn countries and/or interrupted schooling, are prepared to become citizens in the United
States. I became interested in exploring whether and/or what forces of assimilation and/or
accommodation and additive acculturation, or possibly other forces, lie behind the development
of their citizenship identities.
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Second, “subjective positions” are perceived as “life history and personal experiences”
that influence the research. Researchers should recognize those deeply felt lived experiences
(e.g., “birth, death, divorce, natural disasters, war, violence, love or illness”) that triggered their
engagement in self-defining moments, turning points and life decisions that have shaped their
identities and personas (Goodall, 2000, p. 133). It is important to note that I have chosen to
commit to a doctoral program at Syracuse University because I wanted to learn about social
justice with a focus on issues of immigration and citizenship as they play out in public school
systems in the U.S. As a former Fulbright Scholar who learned valuable lessons about diversity
and multiculturalism through lived social and professional experiences in the state of Kentucky
in 2010, as a former postgraduate student whose identit(ies) and ideologies were shaped by a
Master’s Program that focuses on Teaching English for Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL),
and as a doctoral candidate in Teaching and Curriculum, I developed a personal investment in
the education of immigrant students, from war-torn countries and/or interrupted schooling, in the
U.S. and other countries. I find the U.S., in particular, to be a fertile ground for studying issues of
immigration, citizenship, and social (in)justice particularly in (1) an Islamophobic post-9/11 era,
(2) a period of unprecedented trends of transnational migration to the U.S., and (3) a Donald
Trump Presidential era that celebrates a social, educational, and political climate that promotes
bigotry, desensitized and phobic cultures, and perpetrates oppressive, misogynistic, and sexist
practices that are culturally unsustaining and exclusionary, par excellence, in a seemingly
advanced nation that is sought to be based on the principles of democracy and equality.
My experience as a qualitative fieldworker is also an essential component of my
subjective positioning in relation to my study. Given that issues of immigration, citizenship, and
civics are most likely addressed in the discipline/subject area of social studies, I personally
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committed to conduct research in this discipline in order to develop an in-depth understanding of
the social skills that students, including immigrant students, need to master in order to survive in
a participatory democracy. Moreover, the pedagogies that social studies teachers need to engage
their students, including immigrant students within a participatory democracy was also a
question I wanted to address.
The literature that I have been analyzing, the observations that I completed of one 8th and
7th Grade social studies teacher in an urban public school setting in a northeastern state in the
U.S., the in-depth semi-structured interviews that I completed with 3 secondary social studies
teachers who were teaching, at the time of this study, in two public schools within an urban
school setting in a northeastern state in the U.S., have helped me (1) focus on a research topic
that have received little attention from scholars, (2) develop and fine-tune potential research
questions, and (3) start building a case for my study. From this pilot study, I went on to recruit
and interview 5 more participants.
During one of the observational sessions that I conduced in the 8th Grade classroom, in
the dissertation study phase, I observed the following interchange/exchange between a seasoned
social studies teacher (Mr. Brook), his students, and Nafis, a foreign-born immigrant student who
was a refugee from Iraq. I use pseudonyms to refer to participants and students’ names.
Mr. Brook:

Raise your hand if your parents were born in the United States.

Class:

(Some students raise their hands)

Nafis:

What if you come to America and were an alien?

Mr. Brook:

Alien means something else.

Nafis:

My father recently got the passport (smiles). Is there a way they
could take it back?
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Mr. Brook:

Having a green card doesn’t make you a citizen.

My analysis of the above conversational episode indicates a need to study social studies classes
that include immigrant students. This excerpt shows that Mr. Brook, the teacher, did not properly
address the question posed by Nafis who seems to pursue a confirmation from an authority about
the maintenance of his family’s new citizenship status. Mr. Brook seems to have misunderstood
Nafis’s question because he did not actively attend to the question; failing to address Nafis’s
question could be due to other reasons that could be associated with the teacher’s belief system
that made him generate such response. Mr. Brook should have recognized Nafis’s new
citizenship status and prompted him on what it means to become a holder of a new passport or
citizenship. Mr. Brook did not make efficient use of a teaching moment that could have
enlightened most immigrant students and their native counterparts in his class on what it means
to become a US citizen and hold a US passport.
I chatted with Nafis after the bell rang and before he headed out of class to go to his next
class period. I asked him how he and his family became US citizens. He desperately looked at
me and said “it’s a long story, but now, we are citizens.” It seems that Nafis and his family
struggled to become U.S. citizens. Holding a U.S. passport, especially for an immigrant like
Nafis who seemed to have fled a war-torn country, certainly deserves some recognition rather
than an attitude of avoidance and exclusion. It also necessitates that Nafis understands what it
means to become a US citizen. Overall, the way social studies teachers talk about and engage
citizenship and civic literacy issues with immigrant students does matter because those students
could have been exposed to different notions of citizenship or civics prior to immigrating to the
U.S. (Roberts et al., 2019). Holding immigrant students accountable of their new citizenship
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status through the implementation of socially just (i.e., inclusive and culturally sustaining)
practices is one of the essential pedagogical duties of social studies teachers.
The in-depth semi-structured interview-based data that I collected from 8 secondary
social studies teachers revealed a lack of time, resources, and pedagogical expertise on how these
teachers could possibly differentiate their instruction to respond to the diverse needs of
immigrant students. Hence, it was possible to infer that the sociocultural gap that exists between
secondary social studies teachers and their immigrant students could possibly widen in the
absence of culturally sustaining practices that recognize and build upon the civic knowledge that
immigrant students and their native counterparts bring to the learning situation in the social
studies classroom. According to Goodwin (2002), an in-depth understanding of the experiences
and stories that immigrant children bring to the school context is mandatory. Given the prior
schooling experiences of immigrant students and the social factors that led them to (re)settle in
the U.S., it becomes necessary to adapt the social studies curriculum and instructional strategies
to meet immigrant students’ diverse needs. This dissertation is the beginning of a project that
seeks to assist secondary social studies teachers with the pedagogical strategies needed to be
aware of and implement as they teach immigrant students and address their diverse needs.
Recognizing the life experiences of immigrant students and knowing how best to teach them
about issues of citizenship and civics will most likely engage those students and their native
counterparts, as a whole, in a valuable learning situation, and a memorable one.
My experience as an emerging qualitative scholar is also an important feature of my
subjective positioning. I identify strongly with the perspectives of scholars who support
progressive and critical conceptions of citizenship and civic education. Among the scholars who
shaped my views of citizenship and civics in social studies, I mention James Banks’s (2008)
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work on transformative citizenship education, and Walter Parker (2008) on democratic
citizenship education, to state a few. A presentation and discussion of the strengths and
limitations of those scholars’ views are beyond the scope of this chapter. I explored and reported
some of those and other scholars’ views and theoretical frameworks frameworks in Chapter 2.
Third, “textual positions” are considered as the language choices that researchers make to
report and represent what they see (i.e., the data that they collect) (Chiser-Strater & Sunstein,
1997; Goodall, 2000, p. 134;). For instance, the arrangement of verbs, nouns, adjectives, and
adverbs, besides the researchers’ decisions of whether to use or avoid the use of humor, sarcasm,
irony, and inventive analogies/metaphors in their writing are textual aspects that need to be
communicated to consumers of research who will be looking for clues to understand the lens
through which researchers tend to “see” the world and act in it. Textual aspects carry symbolic
meanings that signal and reflect a researcher’s lived experiences and instances of emotional
intensity, and are means that invite the audience to identify with (or not) the researcher and
his/her positions. A researcher’s textual position is usually articulated via his/her writing style. In
this study, I employed the first person point of view to report my research experience, as the
audience of my research has the right to learn about my role as it relates to the research process.
Specifically, I used the first-person pronoun in the second chapter of my dissertation as I
presented the study’s research design. I used the third person point of view as I intended to
privilege secondary social studies teachers’ voices and show their accountability for the data that
they generate: In the fourth chapter of my dissertation, I presented this data using the third
person point of view.
Limitations
It is not my intention to make generalizations based on the data nor are generalizations
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the goal of this qualitative research. Findings from this qualitative study that involves 8
secondary social studies teacher participants in urban and suburban public schools in the
northeast of the U.S. are limited, and thus not generalizable to the overall population of
secondary social studies teachers in urban and suburban public schools in the U.S. Conducting
observations of one secondary social studies teacher is, by itself, a limitation. This qualitative
study does not aim at generalizing the findings, but rather understanding the phenomenon that is
being studied (Karp, 1996). The findings represent the perspectives of the secondary social
studies teachers who were involved in this study. The reason why this study does not focus on
elementary social studies teachers, for instance, is because I am interested in secondary social
studies education. This study is also limited to teachers, rather than students, because I am
particularly interested in how teachers make sense of the subject matter that they are teaching
rather than the views of the students in this regard. Moreover, conducting one interview with the
teachers is a limitation by and itself because it does not facilitate understanding whether
teachers’ perspectives are being enacted in their classrooms.
Although the examination of citizenship and civics education across the disciplines and
their corresponding curricula is vital, I chose to limit this current study to the discipline of social
studies that typically and optimally fulfills the goal of preparing students for democratic
citizenship. Given that research in relation to how social studies teachers engage immigrant
students around citizenship and civic education is sparse, I used qualitative methodology to
generate multiple perspectives, permit secondary social studies teachers’ voices to emerge, and
document the lived experiences of those teachers in the social studies classroom. I examined and
reported secondary social studies teachers’ perspectives through their own frames of reference as
doing so is key to understanding the implications of their pedagogical choices for immigrant
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students as well as their native counterparts.
The conclusions drawn from this study ought to be understood within the contextual
parameters of the study, but will serve to illuminate the larger field of social studies and
teachers’ citizenship and civics education practices within that field (Willis et al., 2007).
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Chapter 4:
Constructing Meaning for Civic Education and Citizenship Education
“Qualitative analysis transforms data into findings. No formula exists for that transformation.”
(Patton, 2002, p. 432)
This study has a dual purpose: (1) to examine how secondary social studies teachers
make meaning of citizenship and civic education in urban and suburban school districts in the
northeast of the U.S.; and (2) to explore how those secondary social studies teachers’
understandings of citizenship and civic education inform their pedagogical decisions in relation
to immigrant students. This study captures the perspectives of secondary social studies teachers
who were teaching a variety of social studies courses in Grade 7 through Grade 12 in urban and
suburban school district contexts in a northeastern state in the U.S.
This chapter is devoted to addressing one research question:
In what ways do secondary social studies teachers talk about and make meaning of citizenship
and civic education?
In this chapter, I present the findings related to (1) teachers’ perceptions of citizenship
and civic education, and (2) the pedagogies that those teachers implement in citizenship
education.
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Unpacking Civic Education and Citizenship Education
In this section, I explore the perceptions of secondary social studies teachers about civic
and citizenship education. It is important to understand how these social studies teachers
perceive civic education and citizenship education because the discipline of social studies is
centered on tasking these teachers with the preparation of students to become future citizens.
Thus, exploring the meaning(s) of civic education and citizenship education, from the standpoint
of those social studies teachers, and examining whether they hold convergent or nuanced
understanding of these two concepts becomes ultimately essential. Social studies teachers’
lucidity on these two concepts need not to be overlooked if they are to implement civic education
and citizenship education pedagogies as part of their in-service teaching practices. In the
following section, I unpack teachers’ dual understanding of civic education, and then their mono
understanding of citizenship education and citizenship. I also engage whether these teachers
perceive civic education and citizenship education as synonymous or not.
Mono and Dual Understanding of Civic Education
All of the teachers talked about civic education within a discourse focused on knowledge
of the government. While four teachers held a mono understanding of civic education limited to
developing students’ knowledge of how the government works, four other teachers held a dual
understanding of civic education that is focused on developing students’ knowledge of how the
government works and expanded this meaning to developing students’ knowledge of how
individuals participate in the community and contribute to society. A mono understanding of
civic education means to teach the students about how the government works. A dual
understanding of civic education means to teach the students about how the government works
and how individuals participate in the community and contribute to society.
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Four teachers held a mono understanding of civic education which consists of developing
students’ knowledge of how the government works. For instance, Brook stated that civics means
to teach “the responsibility of voting,” “knowing your government,” “how many senators there
are,” “the different aspects of the government,” and the “nuts and bolts of how the country
works.” As for Eric, civics means to teach “how the government works” and “how our laws are
made.” Woody avowed that civics means to learn “about the government.” Gerard ascertained
that the “Government class is more of the civics.” Teachers’ choice of words here suggested that
these teachers approach civics as a concept that engages students in solely understanding facts
and information on how the government works. This finding is important because it implies
teachers’ focus on one dimension of civic education which is to develop students’ civic
knowledge while excluding two equally fundamental dimensions such as to develop students’
civic skills and civic dispositions.
Four other teachers held a dual understanding of civics which is focused on developing
students’ knowledge of how the government works and expanded this meaning to developing
students’ knowledge of how individuals participate in the community and contribute to society.
Nadia articulated civics in the context of the American citizenship class where she
believes students are taught about the government in that “what you need to do, what you need to
know in order to become an American citizen.” Nadia also confirmed that “Civics is citizenship
[…] It's being a person who can contribute to society in a positive way.” Am considered civics as
“a class where” students “learn about the three branches of the government,” “judicial rulings,”
“civil liberties and civil rights.” He added that “Civic education is, to me, again, the process
where people, students, teacher, are engaged in creating their own community.” Rayan
emphasized that civics “goes more than just government.” He explained that it is “[…] just being
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aware of things [in your family]” and “being aware of others in volunteer work and stuff like
that” because “All those things are important for students to know.” Basyouni talked about civics
in the context of his Government class where he teaches about the “government.” He mentioned
that he did not get to teach about one’s “citizenship status,” and “citizenship as an idea,” but he
“speaks with his students about community.”
The teachers used words such as “what you need to do,” “creating their own community,”
and “being aware of others in volunteer work.” They viewed civics as a concept that engages
students’ participative civic skills such as community building, besides viewing it as a concept
that focuses on developing students’ civic knowledge. There was some variation in the ways that
the participants make sense of the meaning of civic education. Understanding whether or not the
teachers are clear about the meaning of civic education is fundamental if they are to teach civics
to their students. Next, I present how teachers understood citizenship education.
Mono Understanding of Citizenship Education
All eight teachers conceptualized citizenship education as a concept that focuses on
developing students’ knowledge of how they could be “good,” “effective” and “active” citizens
who participate in and contribute to society. Eight teachers talked about citizenship education as
a concept that focuses on developing students’ knowledge of how they could be active and not
passive citizens. Four teachers talked about citizenship education as a concept that focuses on
developing students’ knowledge of how they could contribute to society in a positive way.
Being Active Not Passive
Nadia underlined that citizenship education means to learn to be “a person who “can
actively participate within society.” She declared that she neither engages content about
citizenship nor teaches about citizenship because she believes that students learn about
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citizenship in the U.S. History class where teachers tackle American citizenship. Nadia, a Global
History teacher, thinks that “they [teachers] might, as far as citizenship, teach it a bit more in the
U.S. history class because that’s U.S. History and Government as well.”
Rayan talked about “being active not being passive” and “participating” in society “in
some way, shape, or form.” Am indicated that citizenship education means to learn “to interact
with each other” and emphasized equipping the students with “the tools to be better active,
thoughtful citizens.” He emphasized that the “citizenship exam is not what citizenship is about.”
Woody reckoned that citizenship education means to learn “how you fit in within the
government, what you can do as a citizen, what your roles, rights, and responsibilities are” and
“how you can participate in [the] government.” These two teachers’ language implies that they
approach citizenship education as a concept that engages students’ participative civic skills in
both, the government and society.
Gerard pondered that citizenship education means to learn “to be a good citizen” and to
understand “how our community works.” For example, he tells his students “don’t always
believe what the government says” because “there are lots of times in history where our
government lied.” He also encourages them to “think and challenge” and not “be afraid to go
against the government.” Likewise, Basyouni emphasized that as he teaches citizenship
education, he does not just speak with his students about “being a legal citizen,” having a
“passport,” and “voting”: In addition to that, he makes them “aware of current events,”
“politicians and their motives.”
Rayan underlined that citizenship means to be an active rather than a passive citizen. He
added that teachers hold the responsibility of teaching their students what citizenship means and
to what extent they could be active and impactful given “family obligations” and “employment”
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responsibilities. However, he wants them to understand that even when they “remove” their
“voice” or their “actions,” that “it’s still sending a message.”
Eric mused that citizenship education means to learn “To be a good citizen” and “to
worry about other people in your community and around you and the rest of the world.” He
highlighted the need to be aware of “what’s happening in the world” and “how you can learn
more about what's going on” with “current events issues” such as “the climate change treaty” and
historical events such as the systematic annihilation of the Armenians in the Armenian Genocide
and the agrarian food crises across history including “the Irish potato famine,” and how such
events led people to immigrate to America. He accentuated understanding whether a particular
current event is a “good or a bad idea” in that how “it affects us as people … Our country.” He
also focused on “making sure that students know the truth about what’s going on” and “helping
kids understand why maybe it’s [the news is] not fake. Why it’s really true news. It’s not fake
news that people say.” Another way the teachers talked about citizenship education was through
developing students’ knowledge of how they could contribute to society in a positive way.
Contributing to Society in a Positive Way
Nadia underlined that citizenship education means to learn to be “a person who can
contribute to society in a positive way.” Brook uttered that citizenship education means to learn
“how you can be an effective citizen within that system of nuts and bolts, the government,” have
an “impact” on his/her society and “almost any society,” and “adds to the community rather than
subtracts from it” in order to make “your society a better place.” He stated that the role of an
effective citizen might extend beyond a mere participation in the “government.” “Recycling,” for
instance, is an example that he provided to illustrate the responsibility of the effective citizen “in
a society.” Rayan talked about “participating” in society “in some way, shape, or form.”
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Basyouni supported that citizenship means to be “a good citizen” by doing “things
around your community to improve it,” to be “proud of this country” and “what it represents” in
the sense of “its original intents,” rather than “what its current state is.” He emphasized that
“being a good citizen” means “helping each other,” “being neighborly,” “building on this
community and us acting together,” and avoiding the “snitching mentality” or “the hush hush
mentality.”
Teachers had one understanding of citizenship education with two emphases: (1) Being
active not passive, and (2) Contributing to society in a positive way. Understanding whether or
not the teachers are clear about the meaning of citizenship education is fundamental if they are to
teach citizenship to their students. In the next section, I examine teachers’ confirmation of civic
education and citizenship education as being two synonymous or different concepts.
Civic Education and Citizenship Education: Synonymous or Not Synonymous?
Teachers were asked whether they conceived civic education and citizenship
education to be two synonymous or different concepts. I constructed two categories from
teachers’ responses: (1) civic education is different from citizenship education, and (2)
civic education is the same as citizenship education. It is essential to understand whether these
teachers conceive civic education and citizenship education as being two synonymous or
different concepts because this understanding will most likely inform the way they are preparing
students to become effective and active citizens. For instance, teachers who believe that civic
education and citizenship education are synonymous could be teaching civic education assuming
that they are preparing the students to become effective and active citizens who participate in and
contribute to society. Teaching the students about the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights
does not necessarily prepare the students to be effective and active citizens who participate in
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and contribute to society.
Four teachers (Eric, Gerard, Brook, Woody) confirmed that civic education is different
from citizenship education. Four other teachers (Am, Rayan, Basyouni, Nadia) confirmed that
civic education and citizenship education are synonymous, but the meanings that they generated
for these two concepts revealed that civic education and citizenship education are different.
Half of the teachers drew a distinction between civic education which focuses on
developing students’ knowledge of how the government works and citizenship education which
focuses on developing students’ knowledge of how individuals participate in and contribute to
society. These teachers perceived citizenship education as distinct from civic education. These
teachers are not wrestling with their understanding of civic education and citizenship education
and confirming that they are two different concepts.
Two (Eric, Gerard) out of these four teachers conceded “I do kind of look at them a little
differently” (Eric) and “I would tie civics and citizenship together” (Gerard) while the other two
teachers (Brook, Woody) provided a detailed explanation on how civic education and citizenship
education differ.
I see civics as a smaller subject area. I see it as information about how the government
works and how you, maybe your responsibilities within the government, like voting,
rights that you have, certain responsibilities, whereas citizenship is broader. Your role as
a citizen might not have anything to do with government, but rather almost more with
how to be an effective human in a society. Your impact on society. (Brook)
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Civics is like learning about the government and then citizenship is like how you fit in
within the government, what you can do as a citizen, what are your roles, rights,
responsibilities. How you can participate in government. (Woody)
Half of the teachers believed that civic education is the same as citizenship education.
These teachers confirmed that civic education and citizenship education are synonymous
although they held a dual understanding of civic education, one of which intersects with the
meaning that they generated for citizenship education (i.e., to develop students’ knowledge of
how they could be good, effective and active citizens who participate in and contribute to
society). Their confirmation of the synonymity of civic education and citizenship education was
inconsistent with the different, yet intersecting, meanings that they constructed for these two
concepts. In other words, although they confirmed that civic education and citizenship education
are synonymous, these four teachers were not aware that they perceive civic education and
citizenship education as two different, yet intersecting concepts.
Four teachers disclosed that civic education and citizenship education are two
synonymous concepts. These teachers uttered “I see them the same,” “My perspective … they’re
the same,” “they’re synonymous,” and “civics is citizenship to me.”
In confirming whether civic education and citizenship education are two synonymous or
different concepts, some teachers confirmed that civic education is different from citizenship
education. Some other teachers confirmed that civic education and citizenship education are
synonymous, but the meanings that they generated for these two concepts revealed that civic
education and citizenship education are different, yet intersecting concepts. This suggests that
some teachers are wrestling with confirming that civic education and citizenship education are
two different concepts in spite of their drawing of a distinction in meaning between civic
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education and citizenship education when they provided their understanding of these two
concepts. Teachers need to have a clarified understanding of whether these two concepts are
synonymous or not because their teaching might be informed by their confusion about the
synonymity of these concepts. For instance, teachers might teach about how the government
works thinking that they are preparing active citizens and vice versa.
The following section explores the pedagogies that teachers spoke about as they prepare
their students, including immigrant students, to become citizens. The analysis of teachers’
responses to questions that focus primarily on pedagogies they implement in their teaching
revealed three major sub-themes: (1) pedagogies related to social studies; (2) pedagogies related
to citizenship education; and (3) pedagogies related to immigrant students. In the following
section of this chapter, I present the pedagogies that are related to social studies and citizenship
education.
Social Studies Pedagogies
In this section, I present the social studies pedagogies that teachers implement in their
classrooms. It is important to explore these generic pedagogies prior to exploring the pedagogies
that these teachers employ to teach citizenship education. This will provide a framework to
understand if teachers were using the same and/or different pedagogies for citizenship education.
The subjects were asked to describe the teaching strategies that they use in the social studies
classroom. The categories I constructed from the analysis of teachers’ answers to this question
are (1) direct instruction, (2) entertaining instruction, and (3) inquiry-based instruction.
Direct Instruction: Interactive Lecturing
A few teachers used interactive lecturing as a direct instruction method in the social
studies classroom. Three teachers emphasized that, as they lecture, they engage students in
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notetaking. Three teachers noted that they lecture to provide students with some background
knowledge, engage them in learning interactively to reduce their boredom. Nadia described her
lectures as college-like in terms of how she sets them up and highlighted the importance of
interacting with students as the teacher lectures in order to minimize students’ boredom. Brook
thought that a dull lecture does not engage students in learning because they are acclimatized to
playing, after school, video games that embed violent components among others. Two (Nadia,
Rayan) used the lecture method sparingly. Nadia noted that she uses the lecture method
“probably once a week” and Rayan added “you still have notes and you do some lecturing, but
you don't a lot.” This finding is important because it illustrates teachers’ emphasis on actively
engaging students in learning social studies. These teachers recognize that passive lecturing in
social studies classes induce students’ boredom. Therefore, they try to minimize students’
boredom through setting up lectures that embed an interactive component and engage students in
note-taking.
Entertaining Instruction: Story telling
A second sub-theme I generated was entertaining instruction. Seven teachers used story
telling as an entertaining mode of instruction in the social studies classroom. By “entertaining
mode of instruction,” I mean that certain aspects (e.g., characters’ actions) within the stories that
the teachers incorporated into their story-telling practices provided the students with an angle of
engagement that allowed them to explore real people and their lives in addition to past and
current events, all in order to minimize potential boredom. Three teachers incorporated videobased documentaries into their story telling practices; precisely, the incorporation of these
documentaries was either coupled with teachers’ story telling of and elaboration on content
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featured in the documentaries, or with students’ note taking as they watched the documentary in
order to respond to an essay prompt and engage their notes in essay writing.
The stories that some teachers told or showed to their students were characterized by
certain aspects that rendered learning social studies content less boring. These aspects hooked the
students, entertained them, made learning about stories “enjoyable” and “memorable” and
maintained students’ active thinking. Three teachers opted for stories that were animated by the
thoughts, decisions, and behaviors of famous historical figures such as Christopher Columbus,
the King of France Louis XVI, Orval Faubus the Governor of Arkansas and U.S. President
Eisenhower. Three other teachers opted for stories that involved man-made nuclear disasters in
history such as the dropping of the nuclear bombs on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, teacher’s personal life experiences, and current events such as the kneeling of San
Francisco’s 49ers quarterback Collin Kaepernick during the national anthem.
I like to show them a good video clip. I like them to see it for themselves. I like it to be
something entertaining in the sense that it's good. I don't like a boring documentary for
students. I'll watch it, but I don't want them to ever get bored. (Eric)
Teachers used story telling as a powerful teaching tool to eliminate and/or minimize students’
boredom from social studies content that is not interesting. Some teachers were themselves the
storytellers while some other teachers mediated story telling through video-based documentaries.
Teacher used story telling to engage students in learning about social studies content
enthusiastically, and to make students’ learning of this content meaningful and memorable.
Inquiry-Based Instruction
Teachers used inquiry-based instruction in the social studies classroom by engaging the
students in reflective learning, cooperative learning, and project-based learning.
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Reflective Learning.
Eight teachers engaged students in reflective learning to help them unlearn narratives,
identify, recognize and reduce biases, and make sound evidence-based informed decisions. These
teachers encouraged students’ reflective learning by leading discussions over real-life situations
or events or scenarios coupled with questioning the students as a teaching strategy to develop
and advance their critical thinking. These real-life situations or events or scenarios span a variety
of subjects such as the following: stereotypical perceptions of the Middle East and the U.S. with
a focus on dismantling the terror stigma, bias detection in the media, and the meaning making of
historical and modern revolutions and the characteristics of revolutionary individuals.
Additionally, teachers engaged students in learning about controversial current issues such as
gun violence and gun control by discussing the Las Vegas Shooting, controversial historic issues
such as the causes of the Civil War and its repercussions on modern day thinking, and the battle
of Gettysburg in terms of why it was a turning point in the Civil War. Moreover, teachers
engaged students in learning about selected current events and provided them with an
opportunity to relate to and express their feelings about them, in addition to engaging students in
various subjects in weekly quotes that revolve “more about life” and from which students gain
“wisdom and advice.”
Eight teachers prioritized the development of students’ critical thinking. For example,
Eric poses questions that require his students to “think […] processes through, rather than make
rash decisions.” He tells his students “the story” of the New York City paramedics and doctors
who traveled to Pakistan after the country was hit by a “big earthquake” in order to help out
those who were injured there, among which was a father who lost “a lot of his family” except his
son whose life was saved by these doctors. Although Eric acknowledges that the U.S. is “the
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reason” for some of the “problems” in Pakistan,” he challenges his students to think through
nuanced perceptions of the U.S. by exposing them to the New York City paramedics and
doctors’ exemplary acts of goodness vis à vis the Pakistanis. Eric poses questions such as “what
do you think does more good for the world?”: to drop a bomb on the Pakistanis and try to hurt
them or to help them by saving the lives of those who were injured in the earthquake? Likewise,
Gerard gives his students “scenarios” such as “if we invaded Japan […], a million people would
have died.” and tries “to get them [students] to make decisions” and “to think” while recognizing
how challenging it is for the students to do so because fifteen- and sixteen-year-olds “don’t want
to push themselves” to think. Also, Gerard tries “to show them [students] both sides” of a current
controversial issue such as gun violence and gun control by discussing the Las Vegas Shooting
as an example.
Nadia challenges her students “to think outside the box” about the nuanced meanings of
“a revolution,” the meanings of historical and modern revolutions, the characteristics of a
revolutionary person in terms of how he/she “looks like” and “acts,” what students can do to “be
revolutionaries themselves” or “to be an agent of change” that “actively” contributes to society
[…] in a positive way.” She poses questions such as “[Something that] Does a huge change in
society, can we call that a revolution?” and “what can they [students] do to be an agent of change
or what can they do to be a revolutionary themselves?”
All teachers engaged students in critical thinking by having them address critical
questions and scenarios, understand both sides of an argument in controversial issues, draw
connections between past and current events, current events and self. Again, I am showing these
examples to indicate that reflective learning is an essential and primary instructional tool that
teachers engage in their social studies classrooms because they want their students to develop
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their critical thinking skills. Next, I will examine how teachers use cooperative learning as a
teaching strategy to reinforce inclusion, community-building, and resourcefulness.
Cooperative Learning.
Seven teachers used cooperative learning or group work in the social studies classroom.
These teachers described how they assign students into groups that vary in size; they added that a
cooperative group may consist of two or more students. Three teachers added that the students in
each cooperative learning group are of mixed abilities in that a group of students working
cooperatively likely consists of high, middle, and low achieving students. They highlighted a
major benefit of mixed ability grouping in that it enables the students to act as resources to each
other as they exchange and advance each other’s knowledge and perspectives. Two teachers
identified some benefits of cooperative learning as it keeps the students interactive and “moving
around” (Gerard), “forces them obviously to work with other human beings” and, thus develop
the social skills that they will need to apply when they start a career and have to deal with
employees (Brook), enables students to construct “their own knowledge … in what's interesting
to them” (Eric), “gain a community within a community” and develop college-ready skills such
as studying in groups “outside of class” (Nadia).
Five teachers implemented cooperative learning in their social studies classroom and one
teacher (Nadia) implemented cooperative learning through study groups outside the school. As
they implemented cooperative learning, some teachers held certain roles such as assigning
students to groups, allowing students to pick their own group, allowing students to pick their
“study group” and encouraging them to work on their homework assignments and exams’
preparation outside school (Nadia), and rotating in class to monitor group work as the teacher
gets “a nice break” for himself (Brook).
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Eric and Nadia established comfort for the students during cooperative learning. Eric tries
to create a “safe group sometimes” by putting students of mixed abilities in the same group while
Nadia considers putting students who share language and culture in the same study group.
I don't facilitate study groups. I let the students pick their own study groups whom they
would like to work with, whom they work with best. At [this school], we have a lot of
different languages, so we try to play off that and allow the students to be with the people
that they're most comfortable with or people that might share their culture or their
language. And it makes a difference when students are able to work with their friends to
study for tests or to do homework or to get clarification about something that they might
not know in class. (Nadia)
Through cooperative learning, teachers created opportunities for their students to work together
and hold responsibility of their roles and duties within the group they were assigned to or have
chosen to work in. Working together and holding responsibility of one’s roles and duties are
citizen characteristics. In the next section, I detail how teachers engaged project-based learning
as an instructional tool to help students develop their research and presentation skills.
Project-Based Learning.
Six teachers used project-based learning in the social studies classroom. These teachers
engaged students in a variety of local and international topics to do research on.
Researching topics and teaching them back to their classroom peers were common skills
that teachers fostered as they implemented project-based learning. By “project-based learning,” I
mean that teachers provided students with opportunities to learn about a variety of local and
global topics that varied in complexity, were interesting for the students to research and develop
a product from. Moreover, through project-based learning, teachers engaged students in
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presenting this product and/or teach it back to their peers to ensure that they can clearly articulate
ideas from their projects.
Teachers emphasized students’ engagement in the topics that students researched. They
supported students’ engagement by providing students with opportunities to explore surprising
facts in researched topics, challenge students’ perceptions on particular topical aspects, problemsolve issues in Africa, explore different countries in terms of their culinary cultures or economy.
Also, teachers provided students with opportunities to explore different topics such as racism,
poverty, sexism, and gender stereotypes based on students’ interests. They also engaged students
in exploring their family history and roots in addition to examining the causes of the American
Civil War.
Teachers requested that students produce a product as a result of conducting research on
topics. These products involved oral presentations, dishes from students’ home countries,
political cartoons and quotations, posters, and individual papers. Two teachers did not mention
the type of product that students ought to produce as a result of conducting research. Nadia,
however, mentioned that she shows the students “the end product” and has “them focus on the
process of creating that end product” and “being able to deliver that end product as well.” This is
important because it shows that teachers focus on developing (1) students’ creative skills as they
construct their end products, and (2) presentation skills to ensure that students clearly articulate
ideas from their projects.
Four teachers emphasized the practice of having students teach back the project-based
content that they learned to either their social studies teachers and/or student-peers in the
classroom. Although Eric provided students with some “ideas” about the “Salt March” before
they began their project on this topic, he requested that they “come back and teach” back the
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content that they learned from this project. Likewise, Nadia emphasized students’ “ability to
teach it [content] to others [students]” and “to teach it [content] back” to her, and contended that
students’ ability to teach content back to her and to other students is a yardstick of students’
“highest level of learning.” Rayan required that each student produces an “individual paper” out
of the projects that they completed either individually or collaboratively. He added that his
students “do presentations on […] some issues that they will […] teach the class.” Rayan also
underlines teachers’ instrumental role in providing students with opportunities to “build the
skills” to “do presentations” and “do research projects.” Woody involved his students in
classroom projects that were engaging and not too complex and emphasized that his students
“create like a visual to teach to their class” and “share out to the other groups what they learned”
through a poster presentation. The content of the visual that the students create answers a central
question that the teacher assigns: “[…] what issues divided the country leading up to the Civil
War or something like that or how did this divide the country leading up to the Civil War?” Also,
the content of the visual that the students created was based on the portion of reading that Woody
assigns to his students from the textbook “The American History.”
Students in Gerard’s classroom completed culinary projects in that they “research
different countries throughout the world,” “learn about different cultures,” “find a recipe and
make food from” the country that they base their “country projects” on. Gerard stated that the
“food” such as “baklava and whatever else” that students, particularly international students,
brought to the classroom was “awesome food” and was “their mom’s making.” Although Gerard
did not emphasize whether or not his students took part in food preparation, he affirmed that
engaging his students in country projects was “good” for him too because he “got to eat of the
week before Christmas.” As the students completed country projects by learning “about different
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cultures,” preparing and bringing food to the classroom, their teacher focused on engaging the
food that students brought to the classroom.
Through project-based learning, teachers exposed their students to local and global topics
that were varied in type and complexity and expected them to develop the skills to understand,
solve, present, and teach these issues back to their peers. These skills are fundamental for
citizens to develop: Again, in this section I wanted to develop a framework for how the teachers
taught social studies because I wanted to understand how these pedagogies were similar to and/or
different from their citizenship education pedagogies, and what skills teachers emphasized when
implementing them. The social studies pedagogies that the teachers used were direct instruction,
entertaining instruction, and inquiry-based instruction. Teachers used interactive lecturing as a
direct instruction method in order to provide students with background knowledge while
engaging them in note taking. Teachers also relied on story telling as an entertaining method of
instruction in order to engage them in exploring real people and their lives besides past and
current events while engaging note taking and essay writing. Teachers who use interactive
lecturing and story telling emphasized that they do so to minimize students’ boredom during
social studies classes. As they lecture and/or story tell, they demand note-taking. Moreover,
teachers who use inquiry-based instruction engage students in reflective learning, cooperative
learning, and project-based learning. Teachers who use reflective learning provided opportunities
for students to unlearn narratives, identify, recognize and reduce biases, and make informed
decisions. Teachers used reflective learning because they prioritize the development of students’
critical thinking. These teachers had their students address critical questions and scenarios,
understand both sides of an argument in controversial issues, draw connections between past and
current events, current events and self. Furthermore, teachers used cooperative learning to

149

reinforce inclusion, community-building, and resourcefulness. In addition, teachers used projectbased learning to engage students in exploring a variety of local and global topics that varied in
complexity and were interesting for the students to research and develop a product from.
Moreover, through project-based learning, these teachers focused on having students present
their products and/or teach them back to their peers to ensure that they can clearly articulate
ideas from their projects. Next, I will examine the citizenship education pedagogies that the
teachers spoke about to prepare their students to become citizens.
Citizenship Education Pedagogies
In this section, I present the citizenship education pedagogies that social studies teachers
implement in their classrooms. It is important to explore these pedagogies in order to understand
how these teachers are preparing students to become effective future citizens as part of their inservice teaching practices.
The subjects were asked to describe the teaching strategies that they use as they engage
citizenship education in the social studies classroom. I constructed two themes from the analysis
of teachers’ answers to this question: (1) teaching with real-life lessons: past and current events,
and (2) teaching with human resources. These themes were further analyzed, and sub-themes
emerged from this analysis. Teaching with past events generated one sub-theme: Teaching about
leaders: Behaving badly or behaving. Teaching with current events generated one sub-theme:
Teaching about perspective taking. Teaching with human resources generated three sub-themes:
(1) peer teachers, (2) family members, and (3) students.
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Teaching with Real-Life Lessons: Past and Current Events
All of the teachers implemented the pedagogy of teaching with real-life lessons by
engaging students in a variety of past and current events as integral and vital components for
citizenship education.
Past Events.
All of the teachers engaged students in past events. Six out of eight teachers engaged the
behaviors of leaders throughout history: these teachers focused particularly on engaging the
behaviors of leaders who behaved badly across history (e.g., made bad decisions and actions
such as initiating and leading violent initiatives including wars) whereas two out of these six
teachers focused on the behaviors of leaders who behaved well (e.g., made good decisions and
actions such as initiating and and leading peaceful initiatives) across history.
Teaching about Leaders: Behaving Badly or Behaving.
Teachers emphasized teaching about good and bad leaders(hip) who marked history through
their actions and contributions. For example, Eric talks to his students about “how” we [the U.S.]
left Afghanistan to invade Iraq” “for no reason” while “most citizens in the U.S. were like,
‘Yeah, we gotta go into Iraq.” He tells them that “the U.S. had a perfect chance to help out
Afghanistan,” but decided to invade Iraq “to make some company rich and break another country
for no reason.” Eric believes “if students were better educated, they would put more pressure,
maybe, on their leaders to not make those kinds of foolish decisions.”
Moreover, he emphasized that students were “blown away” by an interview that he
displayed in class, which showed individuals providing their opinions on who was involved in
the Cambodian genocide. These individuals were Pol Pot’s “top guys” and their opponents. Eric
stated that the students were “blown away” by the content of this interview because it was “real”
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and made “sense to them.” Also, these students watched the movie “Hotel Rwanda” and saw
“the numbers” of victims who were killed in the Rwandan genocide.” These students internalized
in their heads images of those mass atrocities and then when the teacher provided them with the
numbers of people who were executed and “how quickly they died,” in the Rwandan genocide, it
made “more sense to them.” Eric mentioned that the students “were surprised to find out that
[…] they [Hutu extremists] were killing about twice as many Rwandans,” “per year, per day, per
month,” “as there were Jews” killed during the Holocaust.
Gerard believes that “They [students] don’t understand in history.” and “they all play
these video games, and play kill games and they go shoot each other, and they don’t understand
how bad war is.” Gerard showed students part of the “HBO” film documentary “White Light
Black Rain” “which showed the actual […] pilots […] and the dropping of the bomb [on
Hiroshima and Nagasaki]” and “had them write” on whether the U.S. should “have dropped the
bomb” and then he shows them “the medical army footage of the [...] survivors.” such as “an 80
year old person” and “the one guy” whose “face is like charcoal,” and “the one woman” whose
“father had to cut all the […] layer of skin off,” and the “one guy” who “pulls up his shirt” and
“how they [rescuers] used to be able to see his ribs, or his heart beat through his ribs.” Gerard
recognizes that the footage had “some pretty intense things” and it “impacted” “the kids” the
most. I cite these examples to show that teachers engage students in learning about the impact of
bad leaders(hip) in Cambodia and Rwanda and the U.S. on people, which resulted, historically,
in the occurrence of genocides and wars. Teachers want the students to realize that these
genocides and wars occurred because of human conflicts that were mobilized by bad leaders and
their bad decisions.
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Gerard engages his students in “a government activity” that he “called ‘Politicians
Behaving Badly.’” He requires that they research “all […] [U.S.] politicians,’ such as President
“Nixon,” and the “things that they have done.” He also makes them watch the movie “All the
President’s Men.” Moreover, he engages them in a debate about the leadership of Presidents such
as Nixon, Clinton, Kennedy, and Roosevelt, and teaches them to question the Presidents’
behaviors such as their lies to conceal their Presidential scandals. For example, when students
say “Oh sex scandal” as they talk about the Presidential leadership of President Clinton, Gerard
responds “It’s not the sex scandal. It’s that he lied about it […].” This is important because it
illustrates that the teachers focus on engaging students in learning about the leadership of U.S.
Presidents who lied in order to hide their scandals. Through exposing the students to models of
bad Presidential leaders who lied as a way to conceal their scandals, these teachers are
highlighting to students a need to distrust Presidential leaders who lie.
Gerard also exposes students to “this thing [resource] a few years ago” that “had all these
pictures of all the NFL players who’d been arrested” for “various illegal things,” and “a picture
of all the New York politicians who had been arrested.” He “made students research” these
“NFL guys” and “the New York politicians,” which “was a good thing,” as he stated, because he
wanted them [students] to understand that “there’s a lot of corruption.” and “it’s okay to
challenge people because they're […] human, and there's a lot of mistakes out there.”
Furthermore, Gerard tries to show his students that “the North Korean guy [President] is
nuts” because he wants them to “learn throughout history” that “there’s craziness in the whole
20th Century.” Besides teaching students about “a lot of bad people” who “dominated that [20th
Century] Century,” Gerard tells his students that “there’s two nice guys. Ghandi and Mandela.”
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Teachers focused on teaching students about leadership through a comparative approach
because they wanted them to recognize the ways in which leaders’ actions and decisions
impacted the common good and marked history. Obviously, teachers, in this study, focus
extensively on preparing students to criticize leaders who are models of bad leadership. This
analysis here is important because it shows that teachers are keen to teach students lessons from
the mistakes that bad leaders made. Teachers engaged in citizenship education through teaching
students to detect models of bad leaders(hip). In the next section, I examine how teachers engage
students in multiple histories which involve past events, and how they engage them in current
events.
Current Events.
All of the teachers engaged students in current events which spanned the politics in the
Middle East and North Africa (MENA) and U.S. politics, the media’s daily news, various
controversial topics, court cases and U.S. State-based criminal cases, and life’s experiences. The
examples below show that teachers want their students to know and understand, from different
perspectives, what is going in the world around them. These teachers provide opportunities for
their students to engage different types of current events (e.g., political, social) that are local,
national, and global. They emphasize that students know and understand these current events
from different perspectives.
Teaching about Perspective Taking.
Some teachers engaged current events on MENA politics, U.S. politics, and U.S.-North
Korea politics. Eric introduces his students to current events on MENA politics by exposing
them to “what’s going on there [in Iran and Iraq],” exploring questions such as “what’s Iran’s
perspective? What’s Iraq’s perspective?” and addressing “questions [from the students] on the
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Arab Spring.” Nadia requires her students “to pay close attention to” the U.S. electoral discourse
and to who is running for whichever party in the U.S. elections, while Basyouni discusses
“politicos” besides classroom-unfriendly topics about President Donald Trump. Woody
addresses how the U.S. government evolved over time into the current government, and how the
U.S. Constitution which legitimized slavery in the past changed over time into its current version
which outlaws slavery. Am wants his students to know and understand “how our actions as a
country are going to affect others.” Thus, he engages them in U.S.-North Korea politics to
address how leaders’ (such as President Donald Trump and the North Korean Leader) decisions
“can affect all of us,” the U.S. and other countries. I cite these examples because they obviously
show that these teachers want their students to understand current political events in
multinational contexts and be cautious about their choice of political leaders, and understand
how the actions of these political leaders affect people’s lives locally, nationally, and globally.
Two teachers (Gerard, Basyouni) employed current events in the daily news that are
broadcasted on the CNN10. Gerard uses “the CNN10 which are the ten minutes of news for the
kids.” whereas Basyouni discusses the “10-minute video clip” that the CNN10 puts out every
weekday” and “which reviews some of the day’s current events.”
Three teachers (Gerard, Am, Rayan) engaged students in current events about various
controversial topics which involved minimum wage, sexual harassment, the U.S. prison system,
death penalty, gay marriage, men, rights, gun issues, and immigration issues, solving the
problem of unemployment in a city. Among all eight teachers, Am explicitly stated that he wants
his students “to talk about […] immigration issues.”
Three teachers (Am, Woody, Gerard) engaged students in current events about court
cases and U.S. State-based criminal cases. While Am incorporates “court cases that are being
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argued on the docket right now,” Woody engages his students in “Supreme Court cases” in order
to determine the constitutional amendment that is contravened and the “rights that are being
violated.” Gerard incorporates current U.S. State-based criminal cases because he wants his
students whom he is preparing to become citizens “to be aware of the world around” them and
realize that “this stuff” which he recognizes as “God awful stuff” “is happening.”
Two teachers (Brook, Am) involve their students in current events about individuals’ life
experiences. Brook requires his students to “involve older brothers or sisters that are in college or
high school” and “ask them about their experiences” since he believes that students at the age of
age of 12 identify less with adults who do not listen to the same music, wear the same clothes,
and speak the same slang as theirs. Brook assumes that youngsters in his class are more likely to
listen to the real-life experiences of their older brothers and sisters that are in college or high
school than listen to the real-life experiences of an adult with whom they do not identify. Also,
Brook utilizes current events that occurred “from 10 minutes ago” such as “incidences” that the
students observed happening in the school’s hall. Am requires his students to talk about current
events in the world around them. Although he does not provide an example of the current events
that his students talked about, these current events seem to be about topics that concern
individuals’ life experiences that are common with and/or different from the life experience of
Mark Mathabane in his book Kaffir Boy. Am explained that in the early 90s, he required his
students to read Kaffir Boy and engaged them in Mathabane’s life experience in South Africa
and the United States.
As part of their pedagogy of teaching citizenship education with current events, all
teachers focused on getting the students to understand and/or address what is going on in the
world around them, in the U.S. and other countries, through the incorporation of various types of
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resources/materials. All teachers raised students’ consciousness about perspective taking as they
fostered particularly students’ understanding of current events from different perspectives.
Eric gets the students to look at “all the points of views involved” in a current event
“from a world perspective” and emphasizes that his students become “knowledgeable of what’s
going on around” them “so that they do not get “manipulated, like the current administration
[President Donald Trump’s administration] likes to do with people.” Moreover, in his Global
History class, Eric disclosed that he teaches “probably more of that [citizenship education]”
because he deals in this class with students who immigrated to “America.” He stated “I deal with
it [citizenship education] in that respect. He wants these students to “know and understand what
representatives do for us, what your congressmen do, what the FDA does […]” and “why we do
the things we do or what's happening around the world, and why is it happening.”
Nadia encourages her students to “pay close attention to who’s saying what” and who's
gonna be the frontrunner for whichever party." in the U.S. election “that’s coming up [2016
presidential election]” in that she requires them to focus on the discourses in the upcoming
election battle of 2016 and who are going to frontrun the election. Nadia supports that her
students engage and be informed about the 2016 presidential election from the points of view of
the different political parties that are involved in this election.
Teachers used past and current events as they prepared their students for citizenship.
Next, I will examine the human resources that these teachers incorporated into their instructional
practices as they prepared their students for citizenship.
Teaching with Human Resources
Teachers, in this study, relied on various human resources, notably on the students
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themselves, as they were teaching their students about citizenship. Six out of eight teachers
implemented the pedagogy of teaching with human resources which involve peer teachers,
family members, and mostly students. These human resources support and supplement teachers’
citizenship education practices and raise students’ consciousness about and critical understanding
of the issues and cultures in immigrant students’ countries of origin, besides the lived
experiences of vulnerable individuals and populations/communities.
Peer Teachers.
Two teachers (Gerard, Woody) rely on peer teachers as resources to support and
supplement their citizenship education pedagogy. These peer teachers contribute to students’
citizenship education in that they address teacher’s concerns about his uncertainty on how to
teach citizenship education (Gerard) and provide the teacher with relevant resources upon his
request (Am).
Gerard admits that he “screwed up” when he was “teaching the Government class” in that
he has “done things wrong,” but “not in a bad way.” He adds that he presently knows “what
works, what doesn’t work” in teaching about citizenship. However, he admitted that “if there's
things I don't know about, I go ask my veteran teachers, I mean other veteran teachers as well."
Woody seeks out “a lot of resources from other people” such as “other teachers” who taught
about citizenship in the global studies classroom. I cite these examples because I want to show
that teachers resort to their peers to fill gaps (i.e., lack of pedagogical content knowledge) they
have in engaging citizenship education. I also want to highlight that through equipping teachers
with the relevant pedagogical content knowledge on citizenship education, peer teachers are
contributing to students’ citizenship education.
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Family Members.
Two teachers (Gerard, Am) activate students’ family members as learning/instructional
resources to support and supplement their citizenship education pedagogy. International
students’ family members were activated as learning/instructional resources to particularly raise
all students’ consciousness about home-made heritage food (Gerard), students’ countries of
origin, and students’ family members’ lived experiences (Am). One teacher (Am) interacted with
his mother, who was a social studies teacher, in order to develop the pedagogical content
knowledge that he needs to engage citizenship education.
Gerard stated that his “international kids [students]” brought in “awesome food” such as
“baklawa” and “whatever else” that was their “mom’s making.” Am provides his students with
“some background information,” and then makes “an argument that history is all around us” and
that it is their [students’ obligation] obligation “to talk to their grandparents, to talk to their aunts
and uncles, their parents about where they came from, what they've experienced, what they've
gone through.”
One teacher (Gerard) relies on his mom, who was an elementary social studies teacher, as
a resource that supports his citizenship education practices. This elementary social studies
teacher contributed, through a supportive relationship with her son, to students’ citizenship
education. Gerard gained “a lot of background” in teaching social studies from his mom who was
an elementary teacher whose “focus was on social studies” and added that “we help each other a
lot” in teaching about citizenship. I cite these examples to show that teachers do not know much
about students’ home cultures, but they encourage their students to engage with their family
members to learn about their countries of origin, heritage cultures and family members’ lived
experiences. Hence, teachers want students’ family members to contribute to students’
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citizenship education through imparting ethnic food and knowledge of their lived experiences not
only to the students, but also to their teachers. Moreover, one teacher resorted to his mother, who
was a social studies teacher, to fill gaps (i.e., lack of pedagogical content knowledge) he has in
engaging citizenship education. I also want to highlight that through equipping her son with the
relevant pedagogical content knowledge on citizenship education, Am’s mother is contributing to
his students’ citizenship education.
Students.
Five teachers described how they engage their students to develop their knowledge and
skills about citizenship. These teachers activate students as learning/instructional resources for
the teachers themselves and the students to support and supplement their citizenship education
pedagogy. Students themselves were activated as resources to raise teachers’ and classroom
peers’ consciousness about immigrant students’ countries of origin such as Bosnia, China,
Africa, regions such as Europe and the Middle East that encompass immigrant students’
countries of origin, Islam as associated with the Middle East, corruption in the Cuban
government as a push factor for Cubans’ migration to the U.S. (Gerard), and the
misrepresentation of poverty in Africa (Rayan).
Nadia “learned so many things about the Middle East and Islam from human kids” rather
than “in a textbook.” The knowledge that she acquired “about the Middle East and Islam” from
these “human kids” made her “want to learn more about where they [human kids] come from.”
She believes that it is a “good thing” “when you [teacher] become a student of students” and
stated that her “students have allowed” her to engage in a mutual/reciprocal relationship of “they
wanna learn from me and I wanna learn from them” and that “is always a plus” because it depicts
“a win-win situation” for the students and their teacher. Moreover, Nadia talked about “the
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interdependence” that characterizes her interactions with immigrant students. She added that this
“interdependence” allows her and her [immigrant] students to learn from each other and grow in
knowledge and become conscientious in perspective taking.
One teacher (Gerard) activated students as learning/instructional resources to one another
outside the regular classroom setting to raise their consciousness about the need to include
people with disabilities because they can be productive in society. Gerard tried to model the
inclusion of a student with a disability who was later on embraced and advocated for by his peers
in sports context. For instance, Gerard made “a lot” of kids “who are just kind of out on the
fringes, who’ve got nothing” and are “socially awkward” be his “managers” or his “camera
guys,” or “do track with him.” in order “to get them to be part of the regular crowd.” He recalls
Todd, his student with Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) and Tourette Syndrome (TS) who was
“maybe five foot, ninety pounds, as a little Freshman” and a “little doofy kid.” Gerard stated that
he made Todd become “his camera guy for soccer, and then he [Todd] went and ran track for
him.” I cite this example because I want to illustrate that Gerard modeled to the students who
played soccer the inclusion of a student with a disability during after-school sports activities.
Gerard drew on Todd’s areas of strength and productivity rather than his disabilities and social
awkwardness by having him become “his camera guy for soccer” and then “running track for
him.” All my kids just embraced him,” Gerard stated. When Todd started cursing and saying
things” and “got the crap kicked out of him.”, he got into a fight with the school administrators
who suspended him. Gerard added that “the soccer kids wore shirts the next day, and they wrote
on there, Free, and they called him T Dot. Free T dot.” because “they just wanted the manager
[Todd] not to be suspended.” These soccer kids advocated for Todd through interrupting the
administrators’ decision to suspend him which illustrates an act of exclusion.
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Teachers employed students as resources to themselves (i.e., teachers) and to one another
(i.e., students) as they were preparing them for citizenship. This asset-based teaching strategy
situated the students in empowering and resourceful positions that enabled them to teach their
peers and teachers about a variety of topics. It would be demanding and overwhelming to expect
teachers to come to class having mastered students’ languages and cultural backgrounds.
However, giving students the lead in teaching about their languages and cultural backgrounds
may run the risk of spreading misinformation and/or misusing information because some
students might not be in command of their home languages and cultural backgrounds. In the next
section, I explore the citizenship education pedagogies that teachers use for immigrant students.
In the next chapter, I present the findings on how teachers engage immigrant students in
citizenship education. Moreover, I present findings on whether these teachers are acculturating or
assimilating these immigrant youngsters as they engage citizenship education, and share findings
about teachers’ insights on the term American Exceptionalism.
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Chapter 5:
Citizenship Education Practices for Immigrant Students
In this chapter, I present the pedagogies for immigrant students that social studies
teachers implement in their classrooms. It is important to explore these pedagogies in order to
understand whether or not and how these teachers are accommodating immigrant students as
they are preparing all students to become effective future citizens as part of their in-service
teaching practices.
Teachers were asked to talk about their citizenship education experiences with immigrant
students that they currently have or have had in their classrooms. I constructed two categories
from the analysis of teachers’ answers to questions about their citizenship education experiences
with immigrant students: (1) teaching about trauma versus trauma-informed pedagogy, and (2)
anti-bias pedagogy. I constructed these categories because teachers’ words about their citizenship
education pedagogies for immigrant students engaged a discourse on trauma and resistance to
bias.
This chapter is devoted to addressing the second research question:
How do secondary social studies teachers’ understandings of citizenship and civic education
inform their pedagogical decisions in relation to immigrant students?
In this chapter, I present the findings related to the pedagogies that teachers implement as
they engage immigrant students in citizenship education.
Teaching About Traumas versus Trauma-Informed Pedagogy
Teachers’ citizenship education practices with immigrant students revealed that some of
the teachers focused on teaching about traumas and some teachers focused on trauma-informed
teaching. Teachers who focused on teaching about traumas did not recognize immigrant
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students’ potential traumas prior to teaching. Teachers who focused on trauma-informed teaching
recognized immigrant students’ traumatic experiences prior to and during instruction. It was
obvious that one teacher tried to avoid and/or reduce his immigrant students’ (re)traumatization
and engaged students’ areas of strength.
Teaching about Traumas
I start this section describing the trauma pedagogies that some of the teachers engaged. I
draw a nuanced distinction between teaching about traumas which involves teaching about
traumatic content (e.g., traumatic events), and trauma-informed pedagogy which supports
teachers’ recognition of students’ potential traumas prior to instruction. Teaching about traumas
is important because it exposed the students to real traumatic events that they might or might not
have been aware of. However, teaching about traumas was not done carefully by someteachers
who thought that engaging traumatic events in the classroom does not negatively impact
immigrant students who have parents who survived these events or similar ones. Carello and
Butler (2014) do not support this thought. They contend that “students with trauma histories may
be susceptible to experiencing retraumatization, and all students may be at risk for secondary
traumatization through exposure to trauma narratives shared in the classroom” (p. 158).
Gerard exposed his students to “what really happened” in Bosnia through showing them a
“medical” video of “what really happened” over there. He described his students’ reactions to the
medical video as “squeamish, because it’s awful.” and elaborated that “[...] with the immigrant
kids, that video last year, that caused some issues. [...] Talking about war.” Talking of war was
(re)traumatizing to his immigrant students of “last year” as it was (re)traumatizing to his Bosnian
students, who were born in Bosnia, who “would start crying” “when he first started teaching
them” about war in their home country “Because, it’s what happened.” Nevertheless, he believes
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that he “could teach pretty much about anything [about war in Bosnia] now” “’cause it’s not
going to affect” his “Bosnian kids” since “they’re so young” and most of them were born in the
U.S. when the atrocities occurred in Bosnia, unlike “their parents” or “grandparents who were
the ones affected” because they themselves survived those atrocities while being in Bosnia. I cite
this example to show that this teacher is unprepared to engage the practice of teaching about
traumatic events because he does not seem to know that exposing immigrant students to
traumatic events could be (re)traumatizing to them, and essentially to those who survived
traumatic events in their home countries or have parents who survived these events. However,
this teacher engaged immigrant students in traumatic events such as wars and their aftermath
because they want them to recognize the realities of the past and be mindful of how detrimental
traumatic events have been to their family members and people in their home countries. It is
important that immigrant students are mindful of and understand what happened in these
traumatic events that they and/or their parents have been affected by: they are the citizens who
will take active roles in preventing these traumatic events from (re)occuring and/or interrupting
the decisions that lead to their (re)occurrence.
Gerard showed students a “behind the scenes video of North Korea” that features a “kid
who escaped from one of their three concentration camps.” This kid stated, “[I] didn’t know
what the outside world is” and “[he] told on his mother, and they went and killed his mother and
brother.” Gerard wants his students to understand “That there's really bad things that happen in
the world” and they “better be aware of them.” He encourages them to “stop whining” and to
“understand how good” they “have it here [U.S.],” “comparatively to these places” such as North
Korea. I cite this example to show that this teacher is exposing his immigrant students to a
traumatic event that they did not necessarily experience themselves, but he wants them to
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recognize that the adversity that the youngster who escaped from a concentration camp in North
Korea experienced is real. Moreover, he wants his students to be grateful for their living
conditions in the U.S. because he believes that these living conditions are better than the living
conditions of the young man who was traumatized in North Korea. Teacher’s words indicate his
emphasis on teaching students to be grateful for their living conditions in the U.S., but it
undermines similar traumatic events that either his students and/or their parents could have been
subject to in the U.S.
Woody exposed immigrant students to current conflicts in their home countries such as in
Iraq, engaged ISIS involvement in conflicts, and captured immigrant students’ views on conflicts
in their home countries through asking them questions. Woody exposes his immigrant students to
“what’s going on where they’re from” through “watching the news” and “world news reports”
about “Iraq” and “ISIS.” Moreover, he likes “to talk” and “ask them [immigrant students]
questions” and “say like ‘Hey, what do you think about what’s going on?’” and “see what they
know. How informed they are about what’s going on where they’re from.” Talking to immigrant
students about and capturing their views of current conflicts in their home countries and the
involvement of terrorist organizations in these conflicts could by and in itself be (re)traumatizing
to immigrant students who might not want or are not ready to engage these critical conversations
regardless of how informed they might be or not about what’s going on in their home countries.
Woody engaged traumatic events such as current conflicts in Iraq and the involvement of ISIS in
conflicts in immigrant students’ home countries without necessarily realizing that his immigrant
students and/or their parents could have been themselves traumatized by these traumatic events.
However, this teacher intended to talk and ask immigrant students questions to get them to
recognize and remain thoughtful about what is going on in their home countries. For some
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immigrant students, this conversation could be preparing them to be informed citizens about
what is going on in their home countries so that they could take active roles in preventing these
traumatic events from (re)occuring and/or interrupting the decisions that lead to their
(re)occurrence in their home countries, and for other immigrant students this conversation could
be traumatizing.
Teachers gravitate towards teaching about traumas because they want their students to be
informed about and recall the traumatic events that vulnerable and marginalized populations
have gone through and endured. Informed citizens sometimes take actions that deter acts of
injustice that could either occur to them or to vulnerable individuals they encounter throughout
their life paths. Hence, teachers, in this study, are preparing their students to adopt this
citizenship role.
Trauma-Informed Teaching
Eric was keen to avoid the re-traumatization of immigrant students who have been
traumatized in their lives. He stated that he is gentler with teaching a subject that could incite
immigrant students’ traumas. He added that he engages immigrant students’ areas of strength. He
“might be more gentle” with “that subject” especially when “she’s [immigrant student] in the
room or if she’s around, or with what I give them [immigrant students].” Also, he drew upon an
immigrant student’s area of strength such as cooking by providing her with a chance to “bring us
[teacher and students] all cookies” and talk about how she used to make them at home with her
grandmother” and inform her peers that “her grandmother died in the genocide.”
Eric also stated that some immigrant students “don’t” want to recall the experiences that
they have been through in the home countries that they fled from. However, he always asks the
students where they come from. He does not know whether or not the school allows the teachers
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to ask the students where they come from, but he pondered “I guess they don't have to tell me
[…] if they don’t want to.” He added “I don't have to force it, but I've never had a problem with
anybody not telling me.” He explained that students “try to feel you out first” and ponder “How,
why are you asking that?” and “once they realize that, yeah, you’re interested in them, and
you’re excited about it, they are too.” Eric thinks that “by far,” he is “an expert in […] working
[…]” and “better at communicating with students” and “making them feel comfortable.” Also, he
recognizes that he “would like to learn better strategies … and work with them [immigrant
students]” himself. I cite Eric’s example here because it illustrates that this teacher is cognizant
that some of his immigrant students have traumas and he tries to accommodate them through
sensitive teaching because he wants them to be comfortable. For instance, he stated that he
effectively engages subjects that could evoke students’ traumas, draws upon traumatized
immigrant students’ areas of strength by providing them with opportunities to recall and share
with their classroom peers positive memories with individuals whom they lost in traumatic
events. Moreover, he is interested in learning about where his immigrant students come from, but
does not force them to tell him about where they come from since he knows that some immigrant
students do not want to recall their home-based traumatic experiences that they have been
through.
Basyouni asserted that he “won’t even force prodding questions out of” immigrant
students. This is trauma-informed teaching because this teacher does not impose prodding
questions onto his immigrant students who have traumas. He recognizes that his students “just
see a white guy” when he stands “in front of them,” and do not understand that he has “personal
experiences” as an immigrant in the U.S. Hence, he shares “with them [immigrant and nonimmigrant students]” his “personal” and “true” experience” about his immigration to the U.S.,
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the “personal experiences” of his father, as well as Basyouni’s wife immigration to the U.S. so
that his immigrant students understand that he identifies with their immigration experiences. As
he teaches the “immigration unit,” he talks about the immigration experiences of his wife and
himself. For example, he explains how his wife is “going through the green card process” and
how she is being interviewed “at immigration” and preparing to take the citizenship test later”
and that he holds a “dual citizenship” in Egypt and the U.S. Basyouni indicated that immigrant
students “gravitate towards” understanding Basyouni’s experiences more than any other students
“because it's maybe a fraction of what their experience [immigrant students’ experience] was
like.” Again, I cite this example to illustrate that this teacher is sensitive about posing prodding
questions onto his immigrant students and he is cognizant that some immigrant students go
through significantly challenging experiences that do not significantly compare with his, as an
immigrant who navigated personal experiences with his immigration to the U.S. and his wife’s
process of immigration. He tries to relate, to a certain extent, with his immigrant students’
experiences through sharing his personal immigration experiences as well as his father’s and
wife’s.
A few teachers employed trauma-informed teaching in this study. Those who utilized it
were cognizant that immigrant students’ have had traumatic and challenging experiences
throughout their lives. While one teacher tried to draw upon immigrant students’ areas of
strength through the creation of a space for sharing positive memories about people they have
lost in tragic events, the other teacher tried to relate with his students through sharing with them
his personal experiences with immigration to the U.S. as well his father’s and wife’s. This shows
that each of these teachers is implementing trauma-informed teaching in a particular way.

Anti-Bias Pedagogy: Resisting Stereotypes
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The majority of the teachers utilize an anti-bias pedagogy in citizenship education. The
teachers depend on this pedagogy because they want their students to unlearn narratives and
beliefs that have been deeply ingrained in their social and intellectual fabric. For example, Nadia
encourages immigrant students from the Middle East to resist the stereotypes that are attached to
them and unlearn the stereotypes that are placed upon revolutionaries who are agents of change.
Eric incorporates examples from the Middle East so that his students unlearn the terror stigma
that they often associate with the Middle East, and with immigrants from the Middle East.
Gerard encourages his students to resist stereotypes placed upon people of color, and those
placed upon Muslims. Rayan encourages his students to resist the media that promotes
stereotypes. Eric encourages some immigrant students to resist the religion divide featured in
their talk.
Eric stated that “it’s important” to incorporate examples from the Middle East into his
citizenship education practices because he wants his students to unlearn the terror stigma that a
lot of his students associate with the Middle East “automatically” when “they hear about the
Middle East.” Eric recognizes that it is important for his students “to realize that these
[immigrant students] aren’t bad people.” and “there’s bad things being done to them by other
people.” He raises their consciousness about the “bad guys” who harmed these immigrant
students by asking all the students “[…] Who are the bad guys? The ones you support maybe?
Do you know who you’re supporting?” Eric engages his students in the story of the girl whose
thumbs were cut off by a soldier so that they understand that an immigrant such as this girl is not
one of these “bad people” and she was rather subject to an amputation that a soldier executed on
her thumbs. He wants his students to understand that immigrant students are not bad people, as
they think they are, and they were rather subject to harmful acts done to them. Moreover, Eric
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stated that he has immigrant students who think about one another in the sense of “Well, he’s
Muslim, and, he’s Christian.” He indicated that he challenges these students who have such
religion-oriented mindset by questioning and telling them “You know what you are? You’re
kids. You’re high school kids. That’s what you are.” Here, Eric is attempting to encourage his
immigrant students to get over the religion divide that their talk features. He interrupts these
immigrant students’ divisive religion-oriented talk by reminding them that they are too young to
be adopting such talk.
Eric tries “to instill” in students [who were born in the U.S.] “the part of citizenship” that
gets them to understand “that most people [families and kids throughout the world] are just like
me [immigrant teacher]. Trying to get by through the day […]. Feed your family, make it
through …” Eric gets his students [who were born in the U.S.] to understand that the daily
personal responsibilities of people [families and kids] throughout the world are not different
from theirs. He emphasizes getting his students to think through the stereotype that they hold on
to that “everyone [who lives in the Middle East] is terrorist” and how they themselves would
“feel if everybody from the Middle East thought everyone here [in the U.S.] was in the KKK
[…]” Also, Eric gets his Russian immigrant students to work together with his Bosnian
immigrant students because he wants his Russian immigrant students to realize and understand
that their Bosnian counterparts are “not much different than” them.
Nadia affirmed that immigrant students from the Middle East fight a lot of stereotypes
such as “They’re up to no good. They're against our government. They don't like Americans or
whatever the case may or they don't like women […].” Nadia insists on making immigrant
students “comfortable to fight those stereotypes” in her classroom, and to “stand up for
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themselves.” and say “this is not who I am. You will not paint me like this. I’m just like you. I
just speak a different language and I have a different culture.”
Nadia provides immigrant students with a chance to connect their lived experiences to
whatever she is trying to teach in order to raise their consciousness about perspective taking. She
engaged one of the immigrant students in her classroom to unlearn stereotypes about
revolutionaries such as “those people are bad and the things that they do are bad.” She made him
understand that “sometimes revolutionaries do things that are not good because they want to
change the way things are” and realize that “a revolutionary can be a good person or it can be a
bad person.” and that “a revolutionary is just a person that’s trying to change something.
Hopefully it's for the good but sometimes it's for the bad.” I cite Nadia here to show that she is
attempting to engage her students in understanding that a revolutionary ought not to be perceived
as a bad individual, but rather as a change-maker who sometimes does bad things to alter the
status quo.
Gerard encourages his students to resist stereotypes such as “every black guy is not from
Africa and […] every Muslim is not a terrorist.” He tells his students that “a true Muslim
wouldn’t do these things that some of these crazy people are” and he tries to show them that
“there’s crazy people, there’re crazy Christians, there’s crazy everywhere.” He explains to all his
students that Bosnian students, who are “pretty much all Muslim,” are here in the U.S. “because
people tried to murder them because they were Muslim,” and almost all their parents and
relatives fought in the war, some of their families were from Srebrenica “where the big massacre
was” and, therefore, most of these Bosnian “kids have lost relatives in some sense.”
Rayan encourages his students to resist the media because they “just throw” stereotypes
out there. He wants his students to “understand,” and not necessarily agree with “both sides of an
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argument.” For example, he supports that his students should not take a stance such as “I don't
agree that two people of the same sex shouldn't have, shouldn't be together or shouldn't have
sex” prior to deeply understanding what “gay marriage” means and the laws that are behind it.
Am emphasizes teaching his students “the experiences that people had” and challenging
them “to feel something that they didn’t normally feel” through incorporating “the stories in
history” rather than “just teaching” historical “facts” and “dates.” Am supports the incorporation
of “the stories [of people] in history” in teaching in lieu of solely focusing on the teaching of
historical “facts” and “dates.” He exposes his students to “the experiences that people had” over
time by making them walk in the shoes of those people in order to feel what those people felt as
they went through their lived experiences.
Detecting and resisting bias are citizenship skills. Teachers, in this study, emphasize an
anti-bias pedagogy in order to develop these citizenship skills. In the next section, I articulate in
what ways teachers were acculturating and assimilating immigrant students as they were
teaching them about citizenship.
Citizenship Education Teachers: Acculturist or Assimilationist?
In this section, I explore whether social studies teachers acculturate and/or assimilate
immigrant students as they prepare them to become future effective citizens as part of their inservice teaching practices. It is important to understand whether these teachers are being
acculturist or assimilationist as their acculturation or assimilation approaches will more likely
produce a citizenry that has the skills and attitudes to either embrace diversity or repel it,
respectively. Teachers who support assimilationist teaching approaches focus on eradicating
students’ identities and replacing them with new identities. Teachers who support acculturist
teaching approaches ensure students’ preservation of their home identities as they provide them
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with opportunities to adopt new identities. It is important to understand whether these teachers
are acculturist or assimilationist as they teach their students about citizenship. An assimilationist
teacher, for instance, is less likely able to prepare citizens to acquire the skills they need to live in
and navigate a diverse world.
Most teachers were prone to acculturating immigrant students. They shared with their
students their own beliefs about the melting pot and the salad bowl metaphors, but some teachers
inaccurately articulated their conceptions of these two food metaphors. Also, teachers learned
about immigrant students’ backgrounds, particularly where these students come from and were
interested in building rapport with these students to facilitate engaging them in learning.
Moreover, some teachers were motivated to learn about their immigrant students’ surface and
deep cultures.
Immigrant Students Learn about The Melting Pot Versus The Salad Bowl Metaphors
The melting pot and the salad bowl are two food metaphors that align with
assimilationist/color-blind and acculturist/color-conscious approaches to immigrant education in
the U.S., respectively. It is widely acknowledged that teachers who have immigrant students,
including immigrant students of color, in their classrooms are encouraged to adopt
acculturist/culturally responsive/relevant pedagogical approaches to immigrant education due the
positive association of these approaches with immigrant students’ academic achievement in a
variety of areas such as writing (Villegas & Lucas, 2007), reading and language development
(Bui & Fagan, 2013; Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018). Teachers, in this study, asserted to their
students that America is a nation of immigrants and instructed them about aspects that relate to
the melting pot and salad bowl metaphors in that how immigrants in America either melt
together and assimilate or mix together and acculturate. In spite of this, some teachers either
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showed a misunderstanding of these metaphors, or were still reflecting on what these metaphors
mean.
Three teachers engaged students in understanding that America is a nation of immigrants
and explained the difference between two food metaphors: America as a melting pot and
America as a salad bowl. Eric, misconstrued the melting pot metaphor, and another teacher,
Brook, was reluctant of the two metaphors’ meanings that he advanced. Moreover, Brook
encouraged his immigrant students to assimilate some aspects of the host culture and shut part of
themselves out, if they want to become part of the host culture. Hence, he uses a strategy of
subtractive acculturation with his immigrant students because he encourages them to shut part of
themselves out, assimilate some aspects of the host culture rather than add to the part that they
already have.
Basyouni, who is “a fan of the salad [theory],” makes sure that his students understand
that “we [in America] are all from somewhere else,” and “that’s what America is.” He also
discusses with them “the difference between […] the melting pot theory versus” “the salad
theory.” He explains that in a “melting pot, we’re all melting together” which “kind of promotes
assimilation.” In contrast, the salad theory suggests that “immigrants still kind of hold on to their
identity, but still are a part of this American salad.”
Eric tells his students that “America” is “great” because it is a “melting pot.” in “how we
all come together… and mix together and […] brought our cultures together to create a better
soup,” much like an “interesting soup” that consists of several components such as water,
chicken stock, pasta, carrots and “whatever else.” Although Eric asserted that he “always”
focuses on America “from a melting pot” rather than a “salad bowl” standpoint, his explanation
of how he conceives a salad bowl does not seem different from his explanation of how he
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perceives an “interesting soup.” His perceptions of a “salad bowl” and an “interesting soup”
overlap. Indeed, his perceptions of a “salad bowl” and an “interesting soup” as two distinct
dishes is flawed because both dishes consist of ingredients that are visible to the naked eyes and
could mix together without melting. Although Eric supports that America is a melting pot and
states that he “always” focuses on America “from a melting pot” rather than a “salad bowl”
standpoint, his understanding reveals that America is a mixed salad that is similar to a mixed
soup, rather than a melting or creamy or pureed soup. Obviously, Eric wrestled to explain the
difference between America as a salad bowl and America as a melting pot and thanked me for
making him “think about some new concepts” that he is going to “go back [to] and look up,”
particularly “the salad bowl” which is going to be the “number one,” concept that he affirmed he
would look up.
Brook believes that it is “absolutely” his “duty” and “almost” his moral obligation” to
make sure that “American-born students” “understand that every person in America is
immigrant,” and that “immigrant students,” as well, develop that understanding. Moreover, he
believes that it is his duty and moral obligation to get immigrant students to understand “the fine
line” between “you wanna assimilate some or else you're not part of the culture … but you don't
wanna lose everything” if “you shut part of yourself out” and “almost denied part of yourself.”
Moreover, Brook recalls that when he “first started teaching,” “the phrase was ‘melting
pot’ […] America is a melting pot” and “then that became over the years something we
[teachers] weren’t supposed to say.” He stated that “now,” teachers use the phrase “mixed salad”
instead of “melting pot” because “there's a lot of things in a mixed salad but they’re still
themselves in the salad, whereas a melting pot you lose yourself and become all the same.” After
he elucidated his understanding of the phrases “salad bowl” and “melting pot,” Brook stated that
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he does not “know what that [the phrases] mean necessarily.” Brook claimed that he and his
colleagues use, in their classrooms, the phrase America is a “mixed salad,” but his practice
revealed that he supports the phrase “America is a melting pot” and promotes subtractive
acculturation especially when he tells his immigrant students to shut part of themselves out in
order to assimilate some aspects of the host culture. Anyhow, Brook was reluctant of the two
metaphors’ meanings that he advanced.
Teachers Learn about Immigrant Students Countries of Origin
Where Immigrant Students Come From.
Most social studies teachers were hesitantly conscious of immigrant students’
demographic composition. By “hesitantly conscious” I mean that some teachers were guessing
the country of citizenship of immigrant students and the count of immigrant students they have
in their classrooms. The majority of the teachers used a hesitant discourse when they talked
about the demographic composition of students from foreign countries. They expressed their
hesitance through the words and expressions that are italicized in the following excerpts:
“Currently, my classrooms are probably 75%, white, U.S. students ... who probably been here for
multi-generational families. I do have maybe have a few immigrant students. Maybe 2% of my
entire classroom. The rest are probably African American.” (Eric); and “In my second class, I
have about five sudents who are from the Balkans. I think so.” (Am).
Five teachers recognized the importance of knowing about immigrant students’
backgrounds in terms of where these youngsters are or come from. Some of the teachers
emphasized learning about immigrant students’ backgrounds in order to facilitate personalizing
and tailoring instruction to them accordingly. Teachers who adopt additive acculturation
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recognize the value of knowing as much as possible about their immigrant and other minority
students’ cultural backgrounds.
Eric believes that he has “to know what they [immigrant students] dealt with and where
they came from […].” Moreover, he prioritizes learning about students and what “they’re kind of
like” over starting to teach them social studies content. He wants to “learn about his students” so
that he “could figure out how to tailor education to” them in that he wants to explore their
personality traits to determine whether they are “quiet” or talkers. He explained that he delegates
tasks/roles to some students such as being “the leader” to help him “with everybody else,” while
other “kids” […] could do other things.” and had “some kids” who solely “wanted called
attention,” that he emphasized he does not provide. He did not state though how he engages
students whom he described as attention-seekers. He added that he tries to figure out where his
students are at and […] help them.”
Basyouni wants his students to tell him about where they are or come from. He tries to
“individually accommodate” immigrant students and “help them to the best that “he can through
personalizing learning, establishing relationships, and building rapport with them because he
believes that “if there a wall between the student and the teacher, then it’s difficult for them to
open up and learn from” him. He cogitates that “it’s very important” to know where these
immigrant kids are or come from because he needs “to know their experience.” He understands
that immigrant students have different experiences in that the experiences of an immigrant “kid”
who “lived in Syracuse their life, and have had running water their whole life, and haven’t […]
had electricity [issues] and […] haven’t faced any severe threat, […] outside of their
community” are different from the experiences of immigrant students who did not have these
privileges. He testified that he has an African refugee student who is “married,” “has two kids,”
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and “works,” but he does not know “where she’s from” because he “haven’t asked her
specifically where she’s from.”
Gerard likes “to sit down with kids from other cultures,” in the classroom or early on in
the school year or “if there’s free time,” he asks them where they are from. He asserted that
“almost every kid” will talk to him, and added that “usually, they’re pretty open with” him. He
explained that he tries “to talk about their background” and “want to know about their
background.” He indicated that he has “pretty good connections with the kids” and he doesn’t
have issues with them because he knows and understands them. He underlined that immigrant
students usually “respect” him and stated that “we [teacher and immigrant students] don’t have
any issues.”
Rayan recognizes that he likes to know and “it’s nice to know” where immigrant students
are or come from. He also confirmed that while the “white kids” “don’t place as much value on it
[knowing where immigrant student are or come from],” many “mixed kids” who are “black and
white” might feel uncomfortable “sometimes” when they are asked about where they are or come
from because some of these “mixed kids” “might not know how they identify” especially if one
of the [mixed students’ parents] parents might not be in their lives. He realizes that “it takes […]
a little longer, sometimes, for mixed kids to tell you [where they are or come from].”
Moreover, Rayan believes that “some of the [immigrant] kids” “appreciate” that he
knows and says something about their countries of origin. Hence, he tries “to get to know them
[immigrant students] a little better” and “break the ice a little bit” with them by asking them
questions such as "Oh, where are you from?" or, "Where are your parents from?" when he is
“one-on-one with” an immigrant “kid.”
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Woody tries “to get to know the [immigrant students].” through contacting and meeting
with their families, finding out “their interests [immigrant students’ interests]” based on “what
they’re [immigrant students’ parents] willing to share with” him “about their [immigrant
students] lives.” However, he realizes that “Regardless of where [the country] they [immigrant
students] come from […] one student from Syria could be the total opposite of another student
from Syria” and hence, “there’s no cookie cutter” for addressing immigrant students.
Woody stated that “if a student is interested in learning something about like going on in
the country [immigrant students’ country of origin],” he “will look for a resource to teach the
whole class about it.” He indicated that he had immigrant students from Somalia or Kenya who
wanted to learn more about their country or origin or “Boko Haram, respectively.” He indicated
that he taught them about what they wanted to learn about their countries of origin and exposed
them to “what's happening where they're from.”
Immigrant Students’ Surface and Deep Cultures.
I start this section discerning between surface and deep culture because it is essential to
understand what the teachers learned about immigrant students’ cultures. By “surface culture” I
mean the observable aspects of culture (e.g., skin color, music, food choices, language, customs).
By “deep culture” I mean the non-observable aspects of culture (e.g., attitudes, values, beliefs,
norms, non-verbal communication, perceptions of concepts). Most teachers emphasized learning
about immigrant students’ cultures. Some teachers learned about immigrant students’ surface
cultures while some teachers learned about immigrant students’ deep cultures. The surface
cultures that three teachers focused on involved language such as swear words and greeting
words used in Bosnian students’ native language, holidays such as Eid that most Muslim
immigrant students celebrate, physical features of a city and its airport within immigrant
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students’ home country. The deep cultures that three teachers focused on involved the stories and
lived experiences of Bosnian and Russian immigrant students, Muslim students’ approaches of
Islam, its two main sects, and Christianity.
Eric relied on “two Bosnian students” who did not “really speak English,” to teach him
“greeting” words such as “good morning” and “good night” as they are used in Bosnia, in
addition to “swear words.” When he asked these two students “How do you say the F-word” in
Bosnian, they taught him “all the swear words that” he “could think of.” Eric learned from his
two Bosnian students the swear words that he was interested in and activated them by uttering
them back to his students and telling them that they “can’t use them.” I cite this because this
teacher’s learning of immigrant students’ home language, especially swear words, is utilized as a
means to identify and deter their use by immigrant students.
Nadia learned from students who are from the Middle East that the “Islamic faith has lots
of holidays” and the “Eid” is associated with a “focus” on animals and “sheep,” and that “the
animal sometimes changes … yearly or however many times it changes.” Nadia also learned
from “kids from Jewish countries” that “they have a lot of holidays, too.”
Brook tries to identify with and relate to immigrant students by asking them questions
such as “which city are you from?” and “Isn’t that the city that […] you’ve got a big airport
there. Isn’t it like the biggest airport in your country?” He believes that these questions “create”
“commonality.” However, he stated that he does not use these questions “very often for any
number of reasons” beyond his “own laziness” and tendency to take “the mindset of let’s forget
about all the differences that we all came from to get here [the U.S.].” and just keep in mind that
“We’re all here today.”
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Although Eric learned about “swear words” and “greeting” words from his Bosnian
students, he also heard “their stories” and learned “what happened to some of them” which made
him realize that he ought to learn more about “these issues and these topics.” Therefore, he
“studied” these issues and topics more and “asked them [immigrant students from Bosnia and
Russia]” more questions to inform his teaching of these issues and topics in a “different way.”
Rayan learned about Islam from many of his after-school Muslim students. Through
asking students questions “about their religion, and what they’re taught,” “their views of
Christians,” and “if they’re Sunni or Shia,” he captured their views on “those types of things”
which he “always” finds “interesting.” He added that he “just let them [Muslim students] talk,”
and he does not “let them [Muslim students] take it [Muslim students’ talk] whatever direction.”
I cite these “deep culture” examples because few teachers are learning about immigrant students’
deep cultures which is fundamental for teachers who adopt additive acculturation. The few
teachers who engaged immigrant students’ surface and deep cultures seemed to be in thirst for
learning about students’ cultures for their own sake and developing this knowledge base
facilitates tailoring effective instruction that meets immigrant students’ needs.
Am was suspicious of how two “first generation Yemen” students who are sisters, ENL
or ESL learners, and “very good Americans” identify as Muslims who “don’t practice” and are
“not good Muslims although they wear […] the headgear.” Am grappled with his suspicion of
the religious orientations and practices of these two “first generation Yemen” students and
imagined “that they practice like some Christians in America go to Church on Christmas. Like
once a year or twice a year. Couple times they […] go.” He asserted that these two “first
generation Yemen” students “would […] not say that they are [practicing Muslims].” I cite this
example because it illustrates that this teacher’s knowledge of Islam and its practices is flawed.
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He erroneously believes that the religious orientations and practices of his two first-generation
students from Yemen resemble those of their Christian counterparts. He does not seem to have
an understanding of Islam and its practices, besides the nuanced religious beliefs and practices of
individuals who identify as Muslims.
Teachers are learning about where their immigrant students come from in addition to the
surface and deep cultures that characterize these students’ backgrounds. Developing this
knowledge is mandatory for teachers who prepare immigrant students for citizenship, and
without it, teachers will not be able to tailor instruction that meets the needs of immigrant
students. For instance, an immigrant student who wants to address a complex issue in his/her
country will not be able to do so if his/her teacher is not aware where he/she comes from and
what those complex issues are and how best they could be addressed given the cultural context of
the immigrant student’s home country.
Immigrant Students Explore Their Family History
Three teachers (Basyouni, Am, Rayan) encouraged immigrant students to explore their
family history and maintain their family roots because they want their students to maintain ties
with their home cultures. One teacher (Rayan) encouraged his immigrant students to explore and
maintain a global cultural history such as the culture of the Egyptian Civilization and the history
of the Byzantine Empire.
Basyouni provides students with “an opportunity” “to do some personal family research,”
“look into their family history,” “explore their own family roots,” “countries of origin,” whether
they have “famous relatives,” “any relatives that were in wars” because “that information’s not
available to some of” his students. Moreover, Am argues that “history is all around us” and he
encourages his students “to talk to their grandparents,” “aunts,” “uncles” and “parents about
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where they came from, what they’ve experienced” and “what they’ve gone through.” As he
teaches them “the era from 1954 to 1968,” he emphasizes that history is “an ongoing part of who
we are.”
One teacher (Rayan) encourages immigrant students who are “from anywhere in the
world,” have “never seen a pyramid” and did not “know what Egypt is” to explore and maintain
a global cultural history through teaching them about the Egyptian Civilization. He also teaches
them about the “Byzantine Empire,” by talking “about the history of Saint Nicholas” and how
the “Byzantine Empire” preserved this history through the “Greek and Roman culture.” Rayan
stated that he teaches about “Egypt as a civilization” at the beginning of the school year where he
becomes “more of a […] visual teacher” and does “things where kids are … with vocabulary and
visuality” in order to support immigrant students’ learning about the Egyptian Civilization.
Although “everybody [in his classroom] knows the pyramids” because “they’ve done it in
middle school,” he gets to teach about “Egypt as a Civilization” to [immigrant] “kids” who are
“15-16 years old” and “sometimes 18 years old coming into ninth grade […] from anywhere in
the world, and they’ve never seen a pyramid.” and did not “know what Egypt is.” Moreover,
Rayan tries “to change the way” he teaches “certain things” and not “assume” that “everybody
[all his students] would know what Christmas is.” Therefore, when he teaches about the
“Byzantine Empire,” talks “about the history of Saint Nicholas” and how it was “preserved” by
[…] society because the Byzantine Empire preserves Greek and Roman culture.” and tries “to
get them [immigrant students] to understand what […] Preserved means.”
I make an argument that history is all around us and that they have an obligation to talk to
their grandparents, to talk to their aunts and uncles, and their parents about where they
came from, what they've experienced, what they've gone through. I do that because the
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last thing in the lesson is that I teach them the era from 1954 to1968, and I go, ‘It didn't
start in '54, it didn't end in '68. We need to understand that this is an ongoing part of who
we are.’ (Am)
Rayan emphasizes teaching his students that “history is all around us” and encourages them to
learn from their family members and relatives who are the primary source of historical
narratives. He also wants his students to understand that historic eras are not static in that they
constitute “an ongoing part of who we [students, individuals] are.” Rayan wants his students to
realize that the past is dynamic as it informs and shapes people’s present. In the next section, I
examine how teachers perceive American Exceptionalism as they teach their students about
citizenship.
The Myth of American Exceptionalism
In this section, I explore the perceptions of secondary social studies teachers about
American Exceptionalism. It is important to understand how teachers perceive American
Exceptionalism because this knowledge informs their citizenship education pedagogies, and thus
could impact students’ acquisition and development of their citizenship skills.
The majority of the teachers believe that America is not exceptional, though some did
believe in American Exceptionalism. Six teachers believe that America is not exceptional
whereas three teachers believe that America is exceptional. I constructed two categories from the
analysis of teachers’ responses: (1) America is not exceptional, and (2) America is exceptional.
Each category was further analyzed and six sub-categories were constructed from this analysis.
The category “America is not exceptional” generated four sub-categories: (1) Bad leadership:
U.S. foreign relations and interventions in foreign affairs, (2) Bad leadership: The Trump Effect
on foreign countries, America(ns), and immigrants, (3) Americanization: American peer effects
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on immigrant students, and (4) America(ns)’ non-conformity with social justice. Within the
category “America is exceptional,” I produced two sub-categories: (1) America’s technology,
sanitation, and exceptional contributions, and (2) America(ns)’ diversity, unity, and global brain
drain.
America Is Not Exceptional
Most teachers believed that America is not exceptional due to contextual factors such as
bad leadership which is manifested in the U.S. foreign relations and interventions in foreign
affairs, besides the Trump Effect on foreign countries.
Bad Leadership: U.S. Foreign Relations and Interventions in Foreign Affairs.
Teachers encourage their students to be critical of the leadership of the U.S government,
and the impact of its interventions in the affairs of foreign countries. For example, Eric argues
that the U.S. government pretends to “go around and help people, and conversely it was reluctant
to “do anything” about the “problems in Bosnia.” He criticizes the U.S. government on how
“they call nothing genocide anymore.” and in lieu of “genocide,” they will say “acts of genocide
or […] civil war.” He argues that “they can’t say a ‘genocide’” because if they do, they will be
“obligated to go in and do something about it,” such as stopping “these genocides” and “these
bad things from happening.” Eric exhibits the U.S. government’s reluctance “to go in and stop
these things” because he believes that “They [the U.S. government] don’t care enough” and
“don’t have anything to offer.” Moreover, he talks to students about Afghanistan and particularly
about how the U.S. “supported the Mujahideen because they were freedom fighters against the
communists,” and how the U.S. attached the terror stigma on those Mujahideen “as soon as they
fought us [the U.S.].” Eric highlights the U.S. government’s inappropriate interventions in the
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affairs of foreign countries in order to make his students understand that this government does
not engage decisions that do not meet its needs.
Nadia claims that “two big nations,” the U.S. and Russia seek to “have control over that
natural resource [oil] that’s lying in the Middle East” and that same “pull between the US and
Russia for [oil] control in the Middle East was involved “at the Cold War.” She tells students that
“there are stories that are created to make it [the fight over the oil between the U.S. and Russia]
seem like there’s something else going on” and affirms that “Russia and the U.S. wouldn’t tell
the truth.”
Gerard believes that “American Exceptionalism doesn’t look particularly great.” He
added that “the rest of the world” does not “think too favorably” of the U.S., “at the moment”
because the American Presidents’ leadership and “the decisions that they made” made the U.S.
“look bad.” He stated that “Obama screwed up in Syria,” “Bush obviously screwed up in Iraq,”
and Clinton “screwed up with how he dealt with […] Bosnia, first, and completely screwed up in
Africa.” He added that the decisions that those American Presidents made led to “all those
slaughters” that were executed in those countries. Gerard wants his students to understand that
the bad leadership and decisions of some U.S. Presidents had a negative impact on the welfare of
some foreign countries, and this did not support the maintenance of American Exceptionalism.
Gerard engages students in a discussion over the question “besides Israël, who’s our
biggest ally in the Middle East?” and he affirms that “it’s Saudi Arabia.” However, he criticizes
how the U.S. which “seemed to push democracy on everybody” allies with Saudi Arabia whose
governance is led by “one family that runs everything,” and whose governance legitimizes the
execution of “people in the […] town square,” “stoning,” and the deprivation of women from
their rights.” Gerard engages his students in understanding the dichotomy between the U.S.
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advocacy for democracy and its simultaneous support of the regime in Saudi Arabia which
devalues democracy and violates human rights.
Although Basyouni does not “know the specific theory” that underlies “American
exceptionalism,” he suggests that “it [American exceptionalism] means extreme nationalism”
and “that America is the best.” He describes the notion of American exceptionalism as “funny.”
when he and his wife “talk about this.” Basyouni believes that America is not “the best country,”
but it is “one of the best countries.” His wife who is a “native Egyptian” and have been to the
Middle East, and kind of witnessed the consequences of American policy” [on the Middle East]
supports her husband’s conception that America is not the best country while she is
conscientious of “the problems” that America has.
Basyouni explains that “America’s stance on Israël” does not make America exceptional.
He elucidates that his wife is “not a fan of the way we [America] treat Palestine and the whole
situation,” and he agrees with his wife on that. He points to Israël’s discriminatory policy
“toward Palestinians” in that how the Israëlis treat Palestinians as “second class citizens.”
Furthermore, Basyouni criticizes President Donald Trump for “trying to move” the U.S. embassy
to Jerusalem and clarifies that Trump’s decision is “just provoking the situation.” He recognizes
that President Barack Obama “took a little bit of a, more of a hard-line approach to that.”
In these examples above, I wanted to show that teachers do not believe in American
exceptionalism. They encourage their students to critically understand the leadership of the U.S.
government and the impact of its interventions in the affairs of foreign countries because they do
not want their students to blindly conform to the notion of American exceptionalism.
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Bad Leadership: The Trump Effect on Foreign Countries, America(ns), and
Immigrants.
Teachers engage their students in a critical examination of President Trump’s behaviors
and decisions and their impact on foreign countries, America(ns), and immigrants. For example,
Gerard asks his “international kids” “what are people outside of this country think of
Americans?” He states that “international kids” perceive Americans as “fat, lazy, loud,
obnoxious,” and adds that “Trump is echoing a lot of these things.” Moreover, he believes that
“it’s good- discussing [with] international kids, it’s good if you ask that question” and learn from
“international kids” about the perspectives of “people outside this country [the U.S.]” about
Americans. He asserts that “in a lot of places [outside the U.S.],” “people don’t like us
[Americans]” and “they used to like us better.” This example illustrates teacher’s emphasis on
President Donald Trump’s behaviors which reinforce the perceptions of people outside the U.S.
about Americans in that they are “fat, lazy, loud, and obnoxious.” He wants his students to
understand that the behaviors of President Trump have led to the deterioration of international
people’s perceptions of Americans, who used to like Americans better prior to Trump’s
Presidency.
Based on his travel experience to Europe, Gerard remarked that “the French didn’t like us
[Americans]” and asserted that “the French didn’t like anybody.” He recalled “a guy” who
“pissed him off” by saying to him “You’re in France and you don’t speak French?” “Unlike “the
French people” that he conceives them as “snobs,” Gerard remarked that “the Germans were
very friendly,” “the Irish are great” and “fun,” “the Austrians were great,” and the “Italians are
usually pretty good.”
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Gerard stated that American exceptionalism “bothers” him and believed that people in the
U.S. “are but a few steps away from tyranny.” Gerard added that people’s challenge, especially
in the U.S, is “to recognize tyranny.” He thinks that “our current President” Donald Trump “has
an attitude where he doesn't think he ever really makes mistakes or as soon as he makes a
mistake, he blows it off and pretends it never happened.” Moreover, he stated that students who
don’t like the global history course are “Ones […] whose parents kind of Donald Trumped them,
where everything’s America, America, America.” Here I want to show that this teacher focuses
on the importance of recognizing tyranny through critically examining the leadership of U.S.
Presidents such as President Trump who believes that he is mistake-free or does not admit his
mistakes when he commits them. This teacher also shed light on some students’ dislike of the
global history course and noticed that the parents of these students conform to Trump’s belief in
American exceptionalism.
Am thinks that President Donald Trump “believes what he [President Trump] is doing
[…] right.” Am criticizes President Trump for “appointing” his “son in law to be in charge of
bringing peace to the Middle East” because “that sends the wrong message.” “that we [the
Trump Administration] are not serious.” Am added that when someone such as President Trump
“bombastically” asserts “unilaterally that Jerusalem is the capital of Israël,” this conveys that he
either did not “read enough history” or “have chosen a side” and is “willing to accept the
consequences of that decision” to feel like his strength prevailed” which is “dangerous.”
Am does “not like the term [American exceptionalism]” because “It bothers” him. He
thinks that “we [people in the U.S.] are evolving.” He claimed that he “can be proud to be an
American,” yet “not believe in American exceptionalism.” Also, Am conceives “American
exceptionalism” as “a nice way to think about America without looking at all of its flaws.” He
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does not support American exceptionalism because it conceals America’s “flaws.” Instead, he
tries “to teach” his “students” that “we [people in the U.S.] make mistakes” and “human beings
are fallible.” and that “slavery was a horrific mistake.” He recognizes that “we've [people in the
U.S.] made mistakes since slavery and how we have dealt with slavery.” He argues that “if we
[people in the U.S.] buy into American exceptionalism and try to downplay the flaws or ignore
them altogether, we’re not going to be respected.” He does not “respect people who do that.” I
cite this because it illustrates teacher’s emphasis on teaching students that President Trump have
made mistakes in asserting that Jerusalem is the capital of Israël and appointing his son in law to
be in charge of bringing peace to the Middle East. He criticizes Trump’s decisions which convey
his tendency to ignore to history, take a side with Israël, while accepting the consequences of
such decision. These flaws in the leadership of President Trump in addition to the flaws in how
people in the U.S. have dealt with slavery do not make America exceptional and overlooking
these flaws to blindly conform to American Exceptionalism does not make the U.S. respected by
foreign countries.
Basyouni, who have “tried to be as unbiased as possible” throughout his “whole career,”
stated that “kids can tell that” he does “not like Trump at all.” He remembers “the day that
Trump was elected.” He “texted” his “principal automatically” and told him “normally I'm very
unbiased, but this one's going to be very difficult for me.” because his “wife [Basyouni’s wife] is
born in another country” and they are “practicing Muslims.” He described “some of the things
that President Trump has said and done outright” to be “offensive, vulgar, and disgusting.”
American Exceptionalism is not favored by most of the teachers in this study because it
reinforces the notion that the leadership of the U.S. government and President Donald Trump is
exemplary and trustworthy, while according to these teachers, it is not. Hence, teachers
encourage their students to critically examine the leadership of the U.S. government and its
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interventions in foreign affairs, besides the leadership of Trump and its effect on foreign
countries, America(ns), and immigrants. Citizenship education requires that students develop
critical thinking skills. Teachers, in this study, are providing students with such opportunities
through which students learn how the U.S. government engage foreign affairs and how President
Trump’s leadership impact foreign countries, Americ(ans), and immigrants.

Summary
Chapters four and five report findings that reveal how secondary social studies teachers
in urban and suburban school districts in a northeastern state in the U.S. conceive civic education
and citizenship education and how their perceptions of civic education and citizenship education
inform their pedagogical decisions in their social studies classrooms. Teachers’ meaning making
of civic education and citizenship education was unpacked in chapter four, besides the social
studies and citizenship education pedagogies that the teachers disclosed. Teachers’ perceptions
of civic education were mono and dual understandings of civic education; for some teachers,
civic education focuses on developing students’ knowledge of how the government works; for
some other teachers, civic education focuses on developing students’ knowledge of how the
government works and how individuals participate in the community and contribute to society.
As for citizenship education, all the teachers were aligned in how they conceived this concept.
Their perceptions of citizenship education converged in that teachers held a mono understanding
of citizenship education; all teachers disclosed that citizenship education focuses on developing
students’ knowledge of how they could be good, effective and active citizens who participate in
and contribute to society. This is important because it shows teachers’ understanding of the
meaning of civic education and citizenship education prior to teaching these concepts to their
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students. Teachers’ clarity on the meaning of civic education and citizenship education is
essential because it will most likely facilitate their teaching of civics and citizenship.
When teachers were probed to disclose whether they conceive civic education and
citizenship education to be two synonymous or different concepts, some teachers confirmed that
civic education is different from citizenship education. Some other teachers confirmed that civic
education and citizenship education are synonymous, but the meanings that they generated for
these two concepts revealed that civic education and citizenship education are different, yet
intersecting, concepts. This perceptual discrepancy is remarkable since it indicates that a handful
of teachers are wrestling with their sense making of civic education and citizenship education:
although they confirmed that civic education and citizenship education are synonymous, these
four teachers were not aware that they perceive civic education and citizenship education as two
different, yet intersecting, concepts.
The pedagogies that the study’s participants implement in the social studies classroom are
varied. Most teachers stated that they employ generic pedagogies such as direct instruction,
entertaining instruction, and inquiry-based learning. Teachers who implement direct instruction
indicated that they lecture to reduce students’ boredom and provide them with background
knowledge. As they lecture, these teachers engage students in note-taking. Moreover, teachers
who implement entertaining instruction rely on story telling to make learning social studies
content less boring, more memorable, and thought-provoking; these teachers incorporate videobased documentaries as a medium for story telling. Some teachers opted for stories that were
animated by the thoughts, decisions, and behaviors of famous historical figures while other
teachers opted for stories that involved man-made nuclear disasters in history, teacher’s personal
life experiences, and current events. Teachers who implement inquiry-based instruction engage
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students in reflective learning, cooperative learning, and project-based learning. I analyzed these
pedagogies because I wanted to provide a framework to understand if teachers were using the
same and/or different pedagogies for citizenship education.
The study’s participants focus on implementing two pedagogies in citizenship education.
First, all teachers emphasize instruction with real-life lessons by engaging students in a variety of
past and current events. The past events engaged the behaviors of leaders who behaved badly
throughout history as well as those who behaved satisfactorily throughout history. Teachers
engaged their students in a critical examination of how leaders’ actions and decisions impacted
the common good and marked history. Exposing the students to models of bad and good
leadership enables them to discern between bad and good leadership skills and provides them
with opportunities to learn about and from the bad decisions of bad leaders and the good
decisions of good leaders. Citizenship education emphasizes the acquisition and development of
students’ leadership skills. All teachers, in this study, focused essentially on the behaviors of
leaders who behaved badly across history. In addition, most teachers engaged an assortment of
histories that engage multinational intractable conflicts, revolutions, religion, regions, and
civilizations. The current events spanned U.S. politics, various controversial topics, the media’s
daily news, court cases, U.S. State-based criminal cases, and life’s experiences.
Most teachers focused substantially on engaging students in current events on U.S.
politics and numerous controversial topics. As part of their pedagogy of teaching citizenship
education with current events, all teachers focused on getting the students to understand and/or
address what is going on in the world around them, in the U.S. and other countries, through the
incorporation of a variety of resources/materials.
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All teachers raised students’ consciousness about perspective taking as they fostered
particularly students’ understanding of current events from different perspectives. Second, most
teachers emphasizd teaching with human resources; these teachers focus primarily on activating
the students as learning/instructional resources for the teachers themselves and the students in the
classroom. This pedagogy of teaching with human resources also involve teaching through peer
teachers, family members. and students. These human resources support and supplement
teachers’ citizenship education practices and raise students’ consciousness about and critical
understanding of the issues and cultures in immigrant students’ countries of origin, besides the
lived experiences of vulnerable individuals and populations/communities.
In chapter five, teachers’ citizenship education pedagogies in relation to immigrant
students were reported. Some teachers focused on teaching about traumas while other teachers
focused on trauma-informed teaching. Overall, teachers spotlighted trauma as a vehicle through
which they navigated their citizenship education experiences with immigrant students.
Surprisingly, teachers who focused on teaching about traumas overlooked recognizing immigrant
students’ potential traumas prior to teaching. Teachers who focused on trauma-informed teaching
recognized immigrant students’ traumatic experiences prior to and during instruction: it was
clear that one teacher tried to avoid and/or reduce his immigrant students’ (re)traumatization and
engaged students’ areas of strength and another teacher recognized his solidarity and
commonality with his immigrant students’ personal experiences of immigration in(to) the U.S.
Also, most teachers utilize an anti-bias pedagogy in citizenship education and encourage students
to resist the stereotypes that stigmatize revolutionaries, people of color, the Middle East,
immigrant students from the Middle East, Muslims, and religions.
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As they engaged the students in citizenship education, most teachers tried to develop
knowledge of immigrant students’ backgrounds: some teachers were eager to know where these
students come from to establish connections with them. Moreover, some teachers were motivated
to learn about their immigrant students’ surface and deep cultures, but woefully most teachers
were focused on the surface aspects of immigrant students’ cultures because they were building
this knowledge which they did not have. Also, some teachers encouraged immigrant students to
explore their family history and maintain their family roots because they want their students to
remain tied to their home cultures. These teachers engaged immigrant students in activities
centered on fulfilling this goal. Notably, only one teacher encouraged his immigrant students to
explore and maintain a global cultural history such as the culture of the Egyptian Civilization and
that of the Byzantine Empire.
Furthermore, some teachers engaged students in understanding that America is a nation
of immigrants and illuminated two food metaphors: America as a melting pot and America as a
salad bowl. America as a melting pot was misunderstood by one teacher because the explanation
that he provided aligns with the metaphor that America is a salad bowl. Most teachers purported
that they are enthusiasts of the salad bowl food metaphor. Noticeably nonetheless, one teacher
encouraged his immigrant students to assimilate some aspects of the host culture and abandon
part of their identities, if they want to become part of the host culture, thus promoting the melting
pot food metaphor and the strategy of subtractive acculturation (Gibson, 1995).
Teachers’ perceptions of American Exceptionalism informed their citizenship education
pedagogies. Teachers emphasized teaching students to critically examine U.S. leadership, so they
do not blindly conform to American Exceptionalism. Most teachers believed that America is not
exceptional due to contextual factors including bad leadership, Americanization, and
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America(ns)’ non-compliance with social justice. As they spoke of America’s Unexceptionalism,
teachers focused significantly on bad leadership as part and parcel of their citizenship education
pedagogical repertoire.
In the next chapter, I present a summary of the study’s findings, discuss their
implications, suggest some recommendations for teacher practitioners and teacher education and
training programs.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion
“It’s that short-snappy-and-to-the-point-ness that you need to find in order to write the
conclusion.” (Thomson, 2018)
The waves of immigration to the U.S. have transformed the demographical
landscape of this nation (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001), including the demographic
composition of students in U.S. public schools. It is important to recognize that “The United
States was founded on the travails of immigrants” (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p.
36) who were either born in the U.S., or traveled to the U.S. as result of the push and pull factors
of immigration. Many of these immigrants who send their children to U.S. public schools turned
out to be or chose to become today’s U.S. citizens, while many others turned out to be or chose
to become today’s multiple/dual citizens who are members of a world/global class of citizens
who would like for their children to develop global citizenship skills and thrive in an
interconnected world. Social studies is the major discipline where students develop their (global)
citizenship skills, but the preparation of immigrant students for their (global) citizenship roles
has been problematic because public schools in the U.S. has been playing an integral role in the
assimilation and less likely in the acculturation of future American citizens. Moreover, research
on civic education and citizenship education for immigrant students has been scarce. For
instance, no studies shed the light on a theoretical framework that incorporates the meanings of
civic education and citizenship education, and the pedagogies of citizenship education in relation
to immigrant students. Hence, the practice of citizenship education in relation to immigrant
students is an area of research that is worth pursuing.
This study examined secondary social studies teachers’ insights on civic education and
citizenship education and captured those teachers’ perceptions on teaching civic education and
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citizenship education to immigrant students enrolled in urban and suburban school districts in
Central New York, a region within a traditional gateway state for immigrants. There is paucity of
research on secondary social studies’ perceptions of civic education and citizenship education,
and the pedagogies that these teachers depend on to teach citizenship education to immigrant
students. Most research in social studies education overemphasize teachers’ conceptions of
immigrant students’ linguistic proficiencies, or lack thereof, and de-emphasize teachers’
perceptions of alternate aspects that shape immigrant students’ citizenship education experiences
in social studies classrooms. This dissertation contributes to the paucity of social studies research
on teachers’ conceptions of civic education and citizenship education, teachers’ civic education
and citizenship education pedagogies for immigrant students, teachers’ perceptions of immigrant
students, and teacher preparation programs for teaching immigrant students. Overall, this study
supplements the developing body of literature on teaching social studies to immigrant students.
In this dissertation, the findings were grounded in teachers’ voices that revealed their
perceptions of civic education and citizenship education in addition to their pedagogies in
teaching civic education and citizenship education to immigrant students. The participants
consisted of eight secondary social studies teachers in urban and suburban school districts. Their
involvement in the study was based on declaring that they have immigrant students in their social
studies classrooms and teach civic education and citizenship education to immigrant students.
Teachers’ experiences with teaching immigrant students in urban and suburban schools situated
them as specialists who provide contributions that could fill some gaps in the literature. These
teachers are on the front lines in teaching immigrant students; thus, illuminating teachers’
experiences with teaching these students will expand scholarly knowledge on this timely issue
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and guide pre-service and in-service teacher preparation programs and teacher educators to better
engage the preparation of teachers to work with immigrant students in traditional gateway states.
This concluding chapter consists of a summary of the study’s findings and a discussion of
the findings as informed by the relevant literature on civic education and citizenship education
for immigrant students. This chapter also comprises a summary of the findings and their
implications, the study’s recommendations, limitations, and some suggestions for future
research.

Summary of Findings and Recommendations
The findings presented regarding teachers’ perceptions of civic education and citizenship
education revealed that all the teachers talked about civic education within a discourse focused
on developing students’ knowledge of how the government works: some teachers held a mono
understanding of civic education while some other teachers held a dual understanding of civic
education. Teachers who held a mono understanding of civic education believed that civic
education focuses on developing students’ knowledge of how the government works. These
teachers confirmed that civic education and citizenship education are not synonymous. Teachers
who held a dual understanding of civic education believed that civic education focuses on
developing students’ knowledge of how the government works and expanded this meaning to
developing students’ knowledge of how individuals participate in the community and contribute
to society. Teachers who held a dual understanding of civic education confirmed that civic
education and citizenship education are synonymous, but the meanings that they generated for
these two concepts revealed that civic education and citizenship education are different, yet
intersecting concepts; this implies that these teachers are grappling with constructing a meaning
for civic education, and wrestling with confirming that civic education and citizenship education
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are two different concepts in spite of their drawing a distinction in meaning between civic
education and citizenship education when they provided their understanding of these two
concepts. Teaching the students facts about the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights develops
students’ civic knowledge which is fundamental for future U.S. citizens to develop, but these
facts do not prepare these youngsters to develop the skills they need to actively engage and
participate in the (global) society.
Recommendation: Teachers need to develop a clarified understanding that civic
education and citizenship education as two different concepts (Muleya, 2018) because their
teaching might be informed by their confusion about the synonymity of these concepts. For
instance, teachers who confirmed that civic education and citizenship education are synonymous
might instruct the students about how the government works while assuming that they are
preparing these youngsters to actively engage and participate in the (global) society, and vice
versa.
Teachers’ conceptions of citizenship education shared a common meaning. All teachers
held a mono understanding of citizenship education. They perceived citizenship education as a
concept that focuses on developing students’ knowledge of how they could be good, effective
and active citizens who participate in and contribute to society. The common meaning that all the
teachers disclosed for citizenship education is no more than a clichéd definition that most social
studies teachers have been historically encouraged to memorize while in their teacher preparation
programs rather than being primed to teach students how to enact citizenship in real-life
situations. None of the teachers advanced a more comprehensive meaning making/definition of
citizenship education that embed a global dimension. Teachers’ explanations of what they mean
by good, effective, and active citizens who participate in and contribute to society revealed their
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emphasis on students’ participation in and contribution to local societies in the U.S. A few
teachers incorporated a global dimension into their meaning making/definition of citizenship
education. Most teachers’ explanations/definitions of citizenship education did not support
Banks’ (2001) thought on the need to enable students to identify with the global world and
become aware of their participatory roles in global communities.
One social studies teacher did not yet abandon her understanding of citizenship
education as a concept that is taught in the U.S. History course where immigrant students are
prepared for the citizenship test. Nadia, a Global Studies teacher, affirmed that citizenship
education is a concept that is taught in the U.S. history class where teachers tackle American
citizenship. Am, a Global Studies and US History teacher, contradicted Nadia’s affirmation by
emphasizing that citizenship education is not about preparing the students to take the citizenship
exam. Although these two Global Studies teachers constructed a basic meaning for citizenship
education that they commonly shared with all the informants in this study, their further
explanations of citizenship education revealed two contradictory sub-notions of what citizenship
education focuses on. While Nadia believes that citizenship education is taught in the U.S.
History class where [immigrant] students are taught about American citizenship for the sake of
taking the citizenship test, Am strongly believes that the focus of citizenship education should
not be on the preparation of [immigrant students] for the citizenship exam. Nadia is the only
teacher who focused particularly on the citizenship exam as she was constructing a meaning for
citizenship education. She encourages her [immigrant] students to “go ahead and take this
[citizenship] test” if they would “like to stay [in this country].” This is notable because it shows
that some teachers misaligned on whether citizenship education means to prepare immigrant
students for the citizenship exam. I believe the citizenship exam, also known as the civics test,
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does not prepare immigrant students to develop the skills they need to actively engage and
participate in the (global) society. Immigrant students could pass the citizenship test, become
U.S. citizens, and be local apathetic citizens. The citizenship exam exposes immigrant students
to civics content such as U.S. History and government facts that they need to be aware of as
future citizens in the U.S., but it does not prepare them to develop the skills they need to actively
engage and participate in the (global) society.
Recommendation: Teachers’ understanding/definition of citizenship education needs to
be re-constructed because these teachers still embrace a clichéd definition of citizenship
education that is focalized on broad descriptors such as developing the effective and active
citizen who participates in the community and contributes to society. In-service and pre-service
teacher preparation are encouraged to assist social studies teachers with re-examining and
expanding their meaning making/definition of citizenship education by incorporating additional
descriptors such as the global dimension of citizenship education so that these teachers are
mindful about the need to be constantly preparing the students to become global citizens, rather
than citizens. In a globally interdependent cosmos, teachers’ meaning making of citizenship
education ought to include a global dimension, and communities of research and practice are
encouraged to shift towards and advance conversations on global citizenship education, rather
than citizenship education because “no local loyalty can ever justify forgetting that each human
being has responsibilities to every other” (Banks, 2008a, p. 131-134).
Teachers employed different generic pedagogies to teach social studies to their students.
They relied on direct instruction, entertaining instruction, and inquiry-based instruction.
Teachers who implemented direct instruction used interactive lecturing, and those who relied on
entertaining instruction used story telling. Teachers implement interactive lecturing and
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storytelling to engage students in learning social studies and minimize their boredom. However,
few teachers implemented lecturing by delivering lectures to provide students with background
knowledge on the content and develop their note-taking skills. Most teachers implemented
storytelling by being the storytellers themselves or by mediating storytelling through video-based
documentaries while developing students’ note-taking skills. In storytelling, the teachers engaged
the students in stories about the thoughts, decisions, and behaviors famous historical figures and
past events, teachers’ personal life experiences, and current events. Research showed that
students have widely recognized social studies content as a boring class and content area (Kelley,
2021). To mitigate students’ boredom as they learn social studies, few teachers in this study used
interactive lecturing coupled with note-taking, but most teachers used storytelling. This finding
corroborates the ideas of Yearta and Kelly (2021) who contend that storytelling is a powerful
teaching tool that engages the students in learning social studies. I believe engaging students in
storytelling is essential in social studies classroom because it can actively engage the students in
learning social studies content that they conceive boring if implemented in ways that do not seem
like they are delivering a lecture about famous historical figures and past events, teachers’
personal life experiences, and current events.
Teachers who rely on inquiry-based instruction all focus on reflective learning, while
most of them also use cooperative learning and project-based learning. Teachers implement
reflective learning to develop students’ critical thinking skills; moreover, they employ
cooperative learning to reinforce inclusion, community-building, and resourcefulness; they use
project-based learning to expose the students to local and global topics in order to develop their
skills of researching these topics and teaching them back to their classroom peers. Only a few
teachers rely on direct instruction, entertaining instruction, and inquiry-based instruction
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altogether as a combination of pedagogies to teach social studies. This finding further supports
the idea of Russell III (2012) who posits that research on in-service social studies teachers’
instructional practices demonstrated that social studies teachers do not diversify their pedagogies,
but it does not support his idea which affirms that social studies teachers rather prioritize a
teacher-centered pedagogy that fosters students’ rote memorization of facts: interestingly, all
teachers in this study engage students in reflective learning to help them unlearn narratives,
identify, recognize and reduce biases, and make sound evidence-based decisions; teachers
nurtured these competencies in their students. They encouraged students’ reflective learning
through leading discussions over real-life situations or events or scenarios that revolve around a
range of complex and mostly controversial issues. The teacher-led discussions were coupled with
questioning the students as a teaching strategy to develop and advance their critical thinking. For
instance, these teachers challenged the students “to think,” “to think outside the box,” “to make
connections” between past events and modern days, “to make decisions,” to support “their ideas”
and “decisions” about compelling issues and questions. Obviously, these teachers provided the
students with educational opportunities that promote the development of their critical thinking
skills in the social studies classroom. Moreover, this finding ties well with Karsten et al. (2012)
who argue that the higher-order thinking skills that teachers emphasize and engage in the social
studies classroom are among the mandatory skills that students ought to develop in citizenship
education. Besides, this finding is also in line with Anderson et al.’s (1997) ideas on the critical
perspective of citizenship education which emphasizes the importance of training the students to
challenge the status quo through the use of critical thinking, questioning techniques, besides the
cultivation of their open-mindedness and tolerance.
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All teachers implemented the pedagogy of teaching with real-life lessons by engaging the
students in a variety of past and current events as integral and vital components for citizenship
education. Most teachers engaged past events that were particularized to the behaviors of bad
leaders throughout history. Few teachers engaged the behaviors of leaders who behaved well
across history. Modern and contemporary history have recognized good and bad leaders.
However, teachers, in this study, focused primarily on bad leaders(hip) and their behaviors which
include genocides, armed conflicts, scandals, dumb thoughts and expressions, corruption, and
tyranny. Learning about bad leaders(hip) and their behaviors is instrumental for the students to
acquire so that they develop their critical consciousness about who those bad leaders are and
what their behaviors were and understand the need to avoid being and becoming those bad
leaders in the future. The importance of teaching the students about bad leaders cannot be
overlooked, but teaching about good leaders is also of equal importance because it enables the
students to develop the skills of good leadership. I believe teaching the students about bad and
good leaders(hip) is key in citizenship education because these youngsters are the future adult
leaders within their local, state, national, and global communities. However, teachers in this
study did not engage how they develop students’ leadership skills beyond exposing them to
models of bad leadership.
Recommendation: Teachers are encouraged to more often engage students in learning
about good leaders which is of equal importance to learning about bad leaders. Leadership is an
acquired citizenship skill that needs to be cultivated in the students through the critical analysis
of models of bad and good leadership, but it is strengthened when teachers encourage their
students to enact leadership skills within local, state, national, and global communities.
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All teachers engaged students in current events to get them to understand what is going
on in the world around them, in the U.S. and other countries, and develop their capacity to
understand local, national, and global current events from multiple perspectives. These current
events spanned politics in the MENA, the U.S., and North Korea, daily news in the U.S. media,
controversial topics, Supreme Court cases, U.S.-state based criminal cases, and life’s
experiences. This finding is notable because it shows that teachers are engaging the students in
understanding local, national, and global current events from different perspectives to assist them
in making informed decisions about the issues that these current events involve. In accordance
with this finding, a previous study revealed that social studies teachers recognize the importance
of incorporating current events in the classroom and used a variety of resources to include
current events in their social studies courses (Deveci, 2007).
Moreover, most teachers relied on human resources such as the students themselves, peer
teachers, and family members to support and supplement their citizenship education pedagogy.
Most teachers relied on students as human resources to raise teachers’ and/or classroom peers’
consciousness of a global content knowledge that involves immigrant students’ countries of
origin, Islam as associated with the Middle East, hunger and corruption in Cuba as a push factor
for Cubans’ migration to the U.S., and the misrepresentation of poverty in Africa. This finding
corroborates the idea of Banks (2004a) who suggests that teachers should provide immigrant
students with an opportunity to develop reflective and clarified global identifications which is an
essential goal of citizenship education (Banks, 2004a) and share them with their teachers and
peers. Teachers, however, did not engage the students in ways to address and solve some of
those issues because teachers and classroom peers were merely learning about these issues from
some students. As citizens of the global community, Banks (2004b) emphasizes that students
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“must develop an understanding of the need to take action […] to help solve the world’s difficult
global problems” (p. 294). This finding is notable because it shows that teachers capitalized on
students’ areas of strength by creating a space to reflect on and share with their teachers and
peers a global content knowledge that their teachers and peers might not have developed earlier.
Through using students as resources in citizenship education, teachers seem to bridge gaps in
their global content knowledge and that of student peers, and this knowledge is essential in
developing teachers’ and students’ global citizenship skills.
One teacher developed students’ citizenship skills of advocacy and inclusion through
modeling how he embraced Todd, a student with a disability and the school’s soccer team
manager, during after-class sports. When Todd cursed and the administrators’ decision was to
suspend him, his peers were activated as upstanders to him by opposing the school
administrator’s decision to suspend him. These youngsters took an active and participatory role
to interrupt the injustice that their soccer team manager was subjected to: they wore an outfit that
has the caption “Free T dot” from suspension. This demonstrates that these students might have
enacted the advocacy and inclusion that their teacher modeled. These students developed
reflective identifications with their soccer team as their cultural community and mobilized as
upstanders through wearing an outfit that has the caption “Free T dot” from suspension. Banks
(2004) emphasizes the need to develop students’ “thoughtful and clarified identifications with
their cultural communities” (p. 83).
Teachers’ citizenship education practices with immigrant students revealed that some
teachers focused on teaching about traumas and some other teachers focused on trauma-informed
teaching. While teachers are encouraged to be knowledgeable about and implement these two
pedagogies concurrently, it is worthy to note that only three teachers taught the students about
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traumas while only two other teachers considered students’ traumas prior to teaching.
Deplorably, four teachers neither talked about teaching traumas nor considered trauma-informed
teaching. Furthermore, teachers who taught about traumas were not conscious that they were
(re)traumatizing some immigrant students or provoking a secondary traumatization for these
youngsters. It has been suggested that “students with trauma histories may be susceptible to
experiencing retraumatization, and all students may be at risk for secondary traumatization
through exposure to trauma narratives shared in the classroom” (Carello & Butler, 2014, p. 158).
In this study, this appears to be the case. For example, when Gerard started teaching about war in
Bosnia, students who were born there started crying, and Gerard was not aware that teaching
about these traumatic events was (re)traumatizing to these youngsters. Therefore, teachers need
to be careful on how to implement this pedagogy. When implemented with caution, teaching
about traumas could be a powerful tool that predisposes immigrant students to recall and/or be
informed about traumatic events and primes them to adopt participatory and justice-oriented
citizens roles to interrupt the (re)occurrence of such acts of injustice.
Teachers who applied a trauma-informed pedagogy were keen to avoid and/or minimize
the (re)traumatization or secondary traumatization of immigrant students because they were
cognizant that some of their immigrant students are traumatized and had challenging experiences
throughout their lives. Hence, they capitalized on these immigrant students’ assets through
creating a socio emotional support space for them to share positive memories about people they
have lost in tragic events, and even through relating to their lived experiences to demonstrate the
endurance and resilience of these youngsters.
Research has shown that teachers in the U.S. who have immigrant students in their
classrooms are pre-disposed to perceive them altogether through a traumatic rather than an asset-
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based lens (McIntyre et al., 2011). In this study, the teachers perceived the immigrant students
through a traumatic lens, but those who applied a trauma informed teaching created a socioemotional support space that drew upon immigrant students’ areas of strength whereas those who
taught them about traumas were prone to (re)traumatizing their students.
Recommendation: More social studies teachers are encouraged to apply trauma informed
teaching particularly when teaching about topics that engage traumatic events. Inservice and
preservice teacher preparation programs need to highlight to the teachers that teaching about
traumas and trauma informed teaching should go together in that teachers who would like to
teach about traumatic events also need to simultaneously apply trauma informed teaching in
order to mitigate the impact of teaching about traumas on immigrant students.
Recommendation: Teachers who have immigrant students in their classrooms should
apply a trauma-informed pedagogy to be able to effectively engage traumatic events without
(re)traumatizing the students and/or provoking a secondary traumatization for these youngsters,
especially if their immigrant students are/were subject to traumas and/or have/have had
Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PSTD). Teachers who are less knowledgeable about the nuances
that distinguish teaching about traumas and trauma-informed pedagogy should be instructed on
what these pedagogies entail and how to implement them in their classrooms. Any ineffective
and/or misuse of teaching about traumas runs the critical risk of (re)traumatization and secondary
traumatization of immigrant students, thus adding layers of complexity to the management and
coping mechanisms of these traumas.
Teachers’ citizenship education practices with immigrant students also revealed that most
teachers emphasized teaching immigrant students to resist stereotypes, an anti-bias pedagogy.
Among the stereotypes that immigrant students were taught to resist are the terror stigma
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associated with the Middle East, immigrants from the Middle East, and people who are
religiously affiliated with Islam. Moreover, immigrant students were taught to resist various
stereotypes that are associated with people of color, revolutionaries, the religion divide, and
stereotypes that are media-promoted. Teachers adopted an anti-bias pedagogy as a citizenship
education practice to engage students in the deconstruction of stereotypes and therefore raise
immigrant students’ consciousness about perspective-taking. Eric encouraged the deconstruction
of stereotypes through engaging students in the story of the immigrant girl whose thumbs were
amputated by a soldier whereas Gerard elaborated that Bosnian students immigrated to the U.S.
because they were threatened to be prosecuted due to their religious affiliation with Islam;
besides, he added that these students immigrated to the U.S. because they have lost parents and
relatives who fought in the war and passed away in the massacre of Srebrenica. The anti-bias
pedagogy that these teachers fostered to develop immigrant students’ responsible and engaged
citizenship is traditional par excellence because it merely engaged immigrant students in
developing consciousness of the biases accrued on immigrant students and empathizing for them.
It did not encourage them to go beyond developing bias consciousness and perspective-taking
and potentially perspective-changing and building empathy in that it did not engage them in
developing effective interventions and taking active personal and participative actions to address
the stereotypes and exclusionary practices that immigrant students have been explicitly and/or
implicitly subjected to. Particularly, teachers who encouraged the recognition and deconstruction
of the terror stigma that is often attached to an eminent population of immigrant students in the
U.S. did not engage teaching about anti-terrorism, the adversity of terrorism not only in
immigrant students’ home countries such as Bosnia, but also in multinational contexts including
the U.S. Through perspective-taking and potentially perspective-changing and building empathy
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in immigrant students towards immigrant students, these teachers mainly emphasized the
portrayal of immigrant students as vulnerable individuals who were victimized or prone to being
victimized in their home countries and de-emphasized their representation as empowered
individuals who have appropriate skills, values, and dispositions to navigate America’s
welcoming-unwelcoming syndrome and participate in the identification and reduction of
American pluri-phobias, exclusively xenophobia and Islamophobia which have been on the rise
nationwide. This finding does not align with the idea of Banks (2001) and Abu El-Haj (2009)
who underline the significance of teaching students to take actions that transform the global
world through advocating for social justice.
Recommendation: Teachers should go beyond traditional anti-bias practices that merely
foster the recognition and trivial deconstruction of biases. They need to explore effective antibias education practices that involve interventions which engage immigrant students’ active
personal and participative actions. Moreover, prior to initiating the practice of terror stigma
dissociation that is attached onto some immigrant student populations in the U.S., teachers
should re-examine their understanding of terrorism and its sociocultural and geopolitical
foundations through a comparative lens, and be equipped with the critical practices that enable
students, regardless of their immigration status, to understand terrorism and ways to counter it,
thus paving agentic paths for prospective generations of youth to build a more equitable and
inclusive societies across the world.
In this study, teachers were prone to acculturating immigrant students. They recognized
the value of knowing about immigrant students’ backgrounds. First, most teachers were
hesitantly conscious of their immigrant students’ demographic composition, but they indicated
that they advocate learning about immigrant students’ backgrounds, particularly where these
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students are or come from in order to customize and tailor instruction to these youngsters.
Moreover, few of these teachers were also interested in learning about immigrant students’
backgrounds in order to merely connect with them to “break the ice” and the “wall between the
student and the teacher” and to build rapport with them. Teachers focused mainly on immigrant
students’ backgrounds to learn about immigrant students’ countries of origin, immigrant
students’ character traits and their lived experiences in countries of origin.
Second, most teachers emphasized learning about immigrant students’ cultures. Some
teachers learned about immigrant students’ surface cultures while some teachers learned about
immigrant students’ deep cultures. One teacher learned about immigrant students’ surface and
deep cultures. Through questioning immigrant students, teachers fulfilled gaps in their surface
and deep cultural literacy and, therefore, developed their cultural competency of immigrant
students’ surface and deep cultures. Teachers who learned about immigrant students’ surface
cultures focused on learning swear and greeting words, religious holidays, and physical features
of a city and airport within immigrant students’ home countries. Teachers who learned about
immigrant students’ deep cultures focused on learning about immigrant students’ lived
experiences in home countries, Muslim students’ approaches of Islam, its two sects, and Muslim
students’ views of Christians. Teachers used immigrant students as the primary source to acquire
cultural knowledge and develop cultural competence. However, the surface and deep cultural
knowledge that these teachers acquired were neither tied to curricular goals nor validated. For
instance, one teacher learned about immigrant students’ slang language to deter its use by
students while another teacher learned about immigrant students’ city and airport to create
commonality with students. Moreover, one teacher learned about Muslim students’ views of their
faith and Christians, while another teacher learned about Muslims students’ religious identities
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and practices and assertively confirmed the bias that he held about the religious practices of the
two Muslim immigrant students from Yemen.
A few teachers encouraged immigrant students to explore their family history and
cultural heritage and to maintain them. These teachers stated that they provide immigrant
students with opportunities to learn about their family history and cultural heritage because many
immigrant students might not be informed about them. These teachers supported immigrant
students’ connections with and maintenance of their family history and cultural heritage. Two
teachers emphasized a student-centered approach to the exploration of immigrant students’
families and cultural heritage and one teacher adopted a teacher-centered approach to the
exploration of immigrant students’ family history and cultural heritage.
Teachers, in this study, informed their students that America is a nation of immigrants
and instructed them about aspects that relate to the melting pot and salad bowl metaphors in that
how immigrants in America either melt together and assimilate or mix together and acculturate.
Some teachers, though, exhibited a misunderstanding of these metaphors and were still engaged
in reflections on the meaning(s) that these two metaphors hold. For instance, it was obvious that
one teacher, Eric, misconstrued the melting pot metaphor, and another teacher, Brook, was
reluctant of the two metaphors’ meanings that he advanced. Teachers were prone to acculturation
because they did not adhere to all four principles of Gibson’s additive acculturation framework.
While I agree with Gibson who contends that immigrant students benefit from teachers’
application of a strategy of additive acculturation because it preserves students’ cultural identities
and promotes their academic achievement, I also believe that this strategy of additive
acculturation assists social studies teachers in the preparation and making of a global citizen who
identifies with and contributes to his local, national, and global communities. Therefore, teachers
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of immigrant students are encouraged to understand and apply this framework into their
citizenship education practices.
Recommendation: While it might seem overwhelmingly challenging for social studies
teachers to educate themselves about immigrant students’ backgrounds, particularly where these
students are or come from, teachers should stand up to this vital challenge and tailor instruction
according to immigrant students’ versatile backgrounds. They are encouraged to explore the
plethora of components that constitute immigrant students’ backgrounds, but they also need to
validate them to interrupt the confirmation and reproduction of potential biases and should tailor
instruction in relation to and in light of validated components. Also, teachers who emphasized
learning about immigrant students’ surface cultures should not undermine the centrality of
learning about immigrant students’ deep cultures. Learning about immigrant students’ surface
cultures should be supplemented with learning about immigrant students’ deep cultures.
Moreover, teachers should re-examine and reflect on their views of Islam and Muslim immigrant
students in terms of how these immigrant students frame their religious identities, practices, and
perceptions.
Recommendation: Social studies teachers of immigrant students should re-examine their
understanding of the melting pot and salad bowl metaphors. It is also pivotal that they realize
how their understanding of these two food metaphors is related to their citizenship education
practices. Moreover, social studies teachers who engage immigrant students in understanding
food metaphors such as “America is a melting pot” and “America is a salad bowl” should first
and foremost understand what these food metaphors designate, and whether or how they need to
engage them in social studies classrooms that have immigrant students.
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Teachers disclosed their perceptions of American Exceptionalism. Most teachers believed
that America is not exceptional while only few teachers believed that America is exceptional.
Moreover, some teachers incorporated American Exceptionalism into their teaching practices.
Teachers believed that America is not exceptional because of bad leadership which is manifested
in the U.S. foreign relations and interventions in foreign affairs besides the Trump Effect on
foreign countries, America(ns), and immigrants. For example, Eric tells his students that the U.S.
government did not contribute to addressing the problems in Bosnia and resorted to calling the
genocides that occurred in Bosnia “acts of genocide” rather than “genocides” so that the U.S.
government does not hold itself accountable for ceasing these genocides. Nadia points out that
the pull between the U.S. and Russia is over the natural resources that are lying in the Middle
East. She alerts her students to the stories that are created to conceal the root cause of the pull
between these two countries. Gerard highlights American Presidents’ bad leadership in diverse
nations such as Syria, Iraq, Bosnia, which resulted in the occurrence of slaughters in these
countries. He wonders how the U.S. which claims “to push democracy on everybody” builds
with Saudi Arabia which, unlike the U.S., does not seem to advocate democracy. Basyouni talks
about American Exceptionalism through the lens of his native Egyptian wife who does not favor
the consequences of American policy on the Middle East and Israël’s discriminatory policy
“toward Palestinians” in that how Israëlis treat Palestinians as second class citizens. Teachers
recognized that America is not exceptional because of the bad leadership of the U.S. government
and some teachers engaged their students in the critical examination of this leadership. This is
notable because it sheds the light on teacher’s emphasis on the preparation of good leaders who
are informed and have the critical thinking skills that enable them to make the decisions that
serve the needs of their local and global communities.
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Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
In this final section, I will examine some of the study’s limitations and offer suggestions
for future research.
First, findings from this qualitative study that involves 8 secondary social studies teacher
participants in urban and suburban public schools in the northeast of the U.S. are limited, and
thus not generalizable to the overall population of secondary social studies teachers in urban and
suburban public schools in the U.S. I opted to use only few participants for the study. Hence,
these findings represent the perspectives of these teachers who approved to be involved in this
study. I invited 21 secondary social studies teachers to participate in this study on a voluntary
basis, but only eight teachers accepted to be interviewed, seven males and one female. Future
studies should involve a larger sample of secondary social studies teachers in urban and suburban
school districts and focus on the recruitment of female and male teachers from minority
backgrounds to explore insights based on gender from demographically varied key informants.
Minority teachers who take part in future similar studies would provide alternative insights that
may not have been purported by this study’s participants who self-identified as either black or
white.
Second, this study uses semi-structured interviews as the primary source of data. Although I
conducted endless observations with one teacher and was able to identify patterns in his teaching
and interactions with immigrant students, I did not incorporate observational data along with data
from interviews because this study is not designed to be a case study of one teacher. Also,
conducting observations of only one teacher in this study is a limitation because reliance on one
source of observational data enabled me to gain a thorough understanding of the phenomenon
under study in that teacher’s classroom, but not in other teachers’ classrooms. Future studies
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should certainly propel researchers into conducting observations in participants’ classrooms over
multiple occasions.
Third, I would have liked to explore the instructional materials that the teachers develop, the
curriculum that is offered to students, and the historical immigration trends in the districts where
the schools are located. Future research that builds on this dissertation would concentrate well on
areas such as social studies teaching materials, curriculum, and the nuances within the immigrant
students’ cohort.
Fourth, though not incorporated among this study’s findings, a few teachers highlighted
contextual factors in schools and the districts that affected their pedagogical practices vis à vis
the immigrant students. Some teachers lamented the lack of the following components: ESL
resources, in-service teacher trainings, employers who speak immigrant students’ foreign
languages fluently, community service programs, time to teach content beyond the actual
curriculum, and a “push toward that kind of teaching” that focuses on “what does it mean to be a
good citizen.” This dissertation was limited in further exploring aspects of school and districtbased leadership and their impact on teacher’s pedagogical decisions. Future research might
extend teachers’ explanations of these contextual restrictions.
Fifth, I still hope that findings from this small-scale research would be an aid to social studies
communities of practice in schools and the academe: teachers who are interested in teaching
immigrant students, and thinkers who train and/or are interested in training pre-service and/or inservice social studies teachers. It would be essential to disseminate the research findings in
schools, universities, and professional forums for teacher practitioners, school and district
administrators, curriculum designers, teacher educators, teacher preparation programs’
administrators, and education policymakers. At the very least, the dissemination of these
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findings, either through write-ups and/or presentations, should contribute to reducing the gaps in
the literature, and enhancing the experiences of the aforementioned communities of practice with
immigrant students. Future research should be devoted to the development of studies that explore
the experiences of communities of practice with immigrant students in terms of how they are
preparing them to become prospective citizens of the U.S. whose actual citizens’ optimal dream
is to live in a post-racial America.
Based on the findings from this study, I present the following key take aways which I mainly
address to the social studies teachers. In-service and pre-service teacher training programs are
also encouraged to consider these take aways to develop courses and training programs that
assist these teachers in their meaning making of civic education and citizenship education and
support their pedagogical needs in order to better engage immigrant students in citizenship
education.
1. Be cognizant of the nuanced meanings of civic education and citizenship education
and embed a global dimension into the meaning/definition of citizenship education.
2. Teach about past events through exposing students to bad models of leaders(hip), but
also teach about good models of leaders(hip).
3. Implement teaching immigrant students about traumas, but cautiously. To avoid
immigrant students’ (re)traumatization, supplement it with a trauma informed
pedagogy, while focusing on immigrant students’ assets.
4. Engage immigrant students in anti-bias pedagogies that enable them to identify,
deconstruct and take active personal and participative actions to interrupt these biases,
while teachers focus on immigrant students’ assets. Teachers’ recognition of and
reflective practice on these biases is essential in this process.
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5. Know immigrant students and/or ancestors’ countries of origin.
6. Learn about both, immigrant students’ surface and deep cultures. Validate and tie this
cultural knowledge to curricular goals. Develop global competence beyond learning
from immigrant students about their cultures. Become a researcher.
7. Establish and strengthen ties between school and immigrant students’ home
communities through engaging students in activities that enable them to understand
their home cultures and histories.
8. Identify and reflect on personal biases that relate to concepts engaged in the
classroom.
9. Identify immigrant students’ interests and customize instruction accordingly.
10. Engage students in participatory roles and do not expect them to take participatory
roles only when they become adult citizens.
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